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ANGLICAN  BEGINNINGS  IN  MASSACHUSETTS* 

By  Edgar  Legate  Pennington 

WHILE  the  early  history  of  Massachusetts  shows  a  repudiation 
of  the  Church  of  England  and  the  establishment  of  an  ecclesi¬ 
astical  order  exclusive  of  the  Church  of  the  mother  country, 
there  were  traces  of  Anglicanism  throughout  the  whole  period  of  coloni¬ 
zation.  Eventually  the  Church  secured  a  footing  in  the  Colony,  and 
parishes  sprang  into  life.  The  story  of  the  struggling  but  persisting 
elements  is  an  interesting  one. 

After  the  discovery  of  New  England,  its  coasts  were  often  visited. 
Some  vessels  came  to  perfect  the  discoveries ;  others  were  attracted  by 
the  fisheries  and  forests.  One  David  Ingram,  a  wandering  sailor,  was 
landed  with  about  a  hundred  companions  on  the  Gulf  of  Mexico,  in 
October,  1568,  by  Captain  John  Hawkins.  With  two  others,  Ingram 
travelled  afoot  along  the  Indian  trails,  passing  through  Massachusetts 
and  Maine  to  the  St.  John’s  river,  where  he  embarked  in  a  French  ship. 
He  wrote  a  narrative  of  his  journey,  which  was  printed  by  Hakluyt  in 
1589.1  Bartholomew  Gosnold  rounded  Cape  Cod  in  1602;  and,  the 
following  year,  Martin  Pring  went  into  Massachusetts  Bay,  and  entered 
Plymouth  harbour,  where  he  remained  about  six  weeks.  Robert  Sal- 
teme,  who  was  with  Pring  at  Plymouth,  afterwards  took  orders  in  the 
English  Church.  This  leads  to  the  conjecture  that  public  worship  may 
have  been  conducted  at  Plymouth  in  1603. 2 

I.  THE  PILGRIMS  AND  THE  CHURCH 

The  “Mayflower”  colonists,  who  landed  December  21st,  1620,  were 

separatists  from  the  English  Church,  as  is  well  known.  The  grounds 

for  their  dissatisfaction  have  been  frequently  reiterated  and  discussed. 

As  a  sympathetic  student  summarized  the  situation,  this  separatism 

was  induced  by  the  perpetual  interference  of  the  Church  with  common 

life,  by  the  low  quality  of  all  prescriptions  for  salvation,  by  the  ill  moral 

character  and  influence  of  both  clergy  and  Church,  and  by  the  intolerable 

tyranny  of  the  Roman  Church  over  the  mind. 

*Reprinted  from  Historical  Magazine  of  the  Episcopal  Church,  Vol.  X, 
pp.  24-2-289. 

xWinsor:  Narrative  and  Critical  History,  III.,  p.  170;  MSS.  Sloane  (British 
Museum),  #1447 ;  MSS.  Tanner  (Bodleian) ,  #79. 

2Winsor:  Narrative  and  Critical  History,  III.,  p.  175. 


“Such  was  the  England  into  which  our  religious  fathers 
wrere  born,  as  it  was  entering  upon  the  sixteenth  century  of 
the  Christian  era.  The  Word  of  God  was  withdrawn  from  men. 
There  was  no  open  vision  of  a  Saviour.  .  .  .  Except  for  a 
man  to  trudge  wearily  obedient  his  daily  tread-mill  round  of 
appointed  idolatries,  led  by  ecclesiastics  whom  he  felt  to  be  bad 
in  an  ecclesiasticism  which  he  could  not  feel  to  be  good ;  there 
was  nothing  for  him  but  a  brief,  blind,  instinctive  and  ineffec¬ 
tual  struggle  for  something  better  he  knew  not  what,  swiftly 
ending  in  bell,  book  and  candle,  and  the  funeral  pyre,  or  a 
craven  submission,  abjuration  and  absolution,  which  left  his  last 
state  worse  than  the  first.  It  was  like  trying  to  breathe  in 
an  exhausted  receiver.  The  light  that  was  in  the  land  had  be¬ 
come  darkness,  and  how  great  was  that  darkness  !”3 

Queen  Elizabeth’s  policy  of  uniformity  was  sternly  pursued  by  her 
last  Archbishop  of  Canterbury  (Whitgift),  and  was  ostentatiously 
adopted  by  King  James  the  First  at  the  Hampton  Court  Conference 
in  the  first  year  of  his  reign.  There  were  various  thriving  groups  of 
separatists  in  the  kingdom;  and  some  of  them  migrated  to  Amsterdam 
in  1606.  Those  who  remained  in  England  found  their  position  exceed¬ 
ingly  difficult;  and  they  in  turn  joined  their  compatriots  in  Holland. 
There  they  found  other  residents  of  similar  religious  sentiments.  In 
1617,  the  Holland  separatists  sent  agents  to  confer  with  the  Virginia 
Company  in  London  with  reference  to  settling  in  America.  They  found 
the  Company  well  disposed,  and  gained  a  friend  in  no  less  a  person  than 
Sir  Edwyn  Sandys — not  a  Puritan  but  the  son  of  an  Archbishop  of 
York.  The  efforts  to  procure  a  patent  and  to  obtain  the  funds  for 
their  undertaking  were  at  length  successful.  It  is  interesting  to  note 
that  when  the  agents  went  to  confer  with  the  Virginia  Company,  “they 
took  with  them,  for  use  in  conciliating  the  sentiments  which  any  petition 
from  a  community  with  their  history  would  awaken  at  court,  a  memorable 
declaration  in  seven  articles,  signed  by  the  pastor  and  elder,  which  pro¬ 
fessed  their  full  assent  to  the  doctrines  of  the  Church  of  England,  as 
well  as  their  acknowledgment  of  the  King’s  supremacy  and  of  the 
obedience  due  to  him,  ‘either  active  if  the  thing  commanded  be  not 
against  God’s  Word,  or  passive  (i.  e.,  undergoing  the  appointed  penal¬ 
ties),  if  it  be.’  The  same  articles,  in  carefully  guarded  language,  recog¬ 
nized  as  lawful  the  existing  relations  of  Church  and  State  in  England, 
and  disavowed  the  notion  of  authority  inhering  in  any  assembly  of 
ecclesiastical  officers,  except  as  conferred  by  the  civil  magistrate.”4 

There  was  undoubtedly  a  basis  for  the  grievances  of  the  separatists. 
The  Sixteenth  Century  had  been  marked  by  drastic  changes,  and  the 

3 Dexter :  Congregationalism  as  seen  in  its  literature,  pp.  47-48. 

4Winsor:  Narrative  and  Critical  History,  III.,  pp.  264-265. 
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break  with  Rome  had  been  followed  by  controversy  and  bloodshed.  The 
Pope  had  published  a  bull  of  excommunication  against  the  Queen  oi 
England,  and  had  absolved  her  subjects  from  all  loyalty  to  her.  The 
Spanish  Armada  was  designed  to  put  an  end  to  the  power  of  the  nation. 
There  were  plots  and  intrigues.  It  is  not  surprising  that  the  policy 
of  State  should  demand  religious  uniformity  as  an  important  element 
of  national  stability.  Conscientious  objectors  to  the  approved  order  of 
things  were  naturally  regarded  with  suspicion.  More  than  three  cen¬ 
turies  removed,  we  are  able  to  look  back  on  the  Brownists  (or 
Separatists)  with  sympathy  and  admiration;,  but  it  is  easy  to  see  that 
they  may  have  been  suspected  as  a  disloyal  and  inharmonious  element, 
capable  of  retarding  the  progress  of  the  land.  Their  position  was  made 
difficult  in  England;  hence  they  left  the  country.  In  their  desire  to 
secure  the  right  of  settlement  in  the  new  world,  they  showed  a  con¬ 
ciliatory  disposition.  In  their  articles,  sent  from  the  Church  of  Leyden 
in  1617  to  the  Great  Council  of  England,  they  declared  that  “to  ye 
confession  of  fayth  published  in  ye  name  of  ye  Church  of  England  &  to 
every  artikell  thereof  we  .  .  .  assent  wholly  .  .  .Wee  judg  itt  lawfull 
for  his  Majesty  to  apoynt  bishops.  .  .  .  The  authoryty  of  ye  present 
bishops  in  ye  Land  wee  do  acknolidg  so  far  forth  as  ye  same  is  indeed 
derived  from  his  Majesty  untto  them.” 

When  King  James  the  First  said  that  he  would  “connive  at  their 
separatism”  and  not  molest  them  so  long  as  they  gave  no  public  offence ; 
but  he  would  not  allow  them  “under  the  great  seal :”  they  evidently 
felt  that  they  were  not  bound  by  the  concessions  they  had  made.  There¬ 
fore,  when  they  came  to  America,  they  proceeded  to  set  up  an  inde¬ 
pendent  order  of  church  government.  They  acknowledged  no  ties  with 
the  English  Church;  and  had  no  intention  that  Anglican  clergymen 
should  get  a  foot-hold  or  that  anything  distinctive  of  the  Established 
Church  should  be  introduced.  Their  intellectual  leaders  had  been  nur¬ 
tured  in  Elizabethan  radicalism.  They  were  men  of  plebeian  origin, 
and  had  studied  the  Bible  texts  closely.  Ecclesiastical  traditions  meant 
little  or  nothing  to  them;  under  the  guidance  of  John  Robinson,  they 
had  developed  their  own  theories  and  practices  of  primitive  Congre¬ 
gationalism.  So  they  brought  to  America  a  consciously  democratic 
church-order.5 

On  reaching  this  country,  the  Pilgrims  found  themselves  faced 
with  painful  and  irksome  problems.  They  had  hoped  to  get  their 
rude  houses  built  before  the  winter  should  set  in;  but  the  many  de¬ 
lays  and  mishaps  had  brought  them  ashore  in  the  coldest  season.  When 
winter  was  over,  fifty-one  of  their  number  had  died.  At  one  time,  the 

5Johns  Hopkins  Studies,  X.,  pp.  104-105 ;  New  England  Historical  and  Genea¬ 
logical  Register ,  XXV.,  p.  276. 
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living  were  scarcely  able  to  bury  the  dead.  At  first,  all  were  crowded 
under  a  single  roof.  But  they  were  undaunted;  they  applied  them¬ 
selves  to  their  task  with  grim  determination,  encouraged  by  the  con¬ 
sciousness  of  God’s  protecting  care. 

Their  religious  convictions  had  moulded  their  outlook  and  spurred 
them  onward.  With  privation  and  constant  struggle,  they  were  strength¬ 
ened  by  the  assurance  that  they  had  made  a  great  venture  for  faith.  It 
is  not  surprising  that  they  were  intolerant  of  those  who  did  not  share 
their  views.  The  opportunity  soon  arose  for  them  to  show  that  they 
had  no  intention  of  retaining  the  festivals  of  the  Church.  Some  new 
settlers  had  arrived  in  November,  1621,  on  the  “Fortune;”  and  they 
proceeded  to  celebrate  Christmas  as  a  holiday.  Governor  Bradford  tells 
us  in  his  journal  about  the  incident. 


“On  ye  day  called  Christmas-day  ye  Govr  called  them  out 
to  worke,  (as  it  was  used,)  but  ye  most  of  this  new  company 
excused  them  selves  and  said  it  went  against  their  consciences 
to  work  on  y1  day.  So  ye  Govr  tould  them  that  if  they  made  it 
mater  of  conscience,  he  would  spare  them  till  they  were  better 
informed.  So  he  led  away  ye  rest  and  left  them ;  but  when 
they  came  home  at  noone  from  their  worke,  he  found  them  in 
ye  streete  at  play,  openly;  some  pitching  ye  barr,  &  some  at 
stoole  ball,  and  shuch  like  sports.  So  he  went  to  them,  and 
tooke  away  their  implements,  and  tould  them  that  was  against 
his  conscience,  that  they  should  play  &  others  worke.  If  they 
made  ye  keeping  of  it  mater  of  devotion,  let  them  kepe  their 
houses,  but  ther  should  be  no  gameing  or  revelling  in  ye  streets. 
Since  which  time  nothing  hath  been  attempted  that  way,  at 
least  openly.”6 


That  Englishmen  and  members  of  the  Established  Church  should 
appear  in  the  newly  settled  region  was  inevitable.  In  the  summer  of 
1622,  Thomas  Weston,  a  merchant,  projected  a  settlement  at  what  was 
later  known  as  Weymouth;  the  enterprise  lasted  scarcely  a  year. 
Weston’s  company  were  Anglicans;  and,  as  a  contemporary  expressed 
it,  since  they  were  “looked  upon  with  an  evil  eye  by  the  independents, 
and  abandoned  to  the  fury  of  the  savages,  they  were  obliged  to  quit  their 
settlement.”  Their  neighbours  said  that  “Weston  and  his  men  were 
so  scandalously  wicked,  that  they  were  a  nuisance  to  the  very  savages.”7 

Probably  Thomas  Morton,  of  “Cliffords  Inne  gent.,”  was  one  of 
Weston’s  group.  That  he  was  in  New  England  in  1622,  he  tells  us 
in  the  following  language : — 

6 Bradford:  History  of  the  Plymouth  Plantation,  1912  ed.,  I.,  p.  70. 

7 Morton  goes  into  details  about  Weston  and  his  colonists ;  but  says  nothing 
about  their  Anglicanism. 
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“In  the  year  since  the  incarnation  of  Christ,  1622,  it  was 
my  chance  to  be  landed  in  these  parts  of  New  England,  where  I 
found  two  sorts  of  people,  the  one  Christians,  the  other  Infidels, 
these  I  found  most  full  of  humanity,  and  more  friendly  than 
the  others.” 

Morton  probably  left  with  the  breaking  up  of  Weston’s  company; 
but  he  was  back  in  1625,  when  he  was  established  with  thirty  servants 
and  provisions  for  a  plantation  on  Passonagesset,  or  Mount  Wollaston, 
an  eminence  in  the  present  town  of  Quincy  overlooking  the  Bay.  Mor¬ 
ton’s  life  was  out  of  accord  with  the  principles  of  the  austere  separatists ; 
and  he  was  regarded  as  a  “maine  enemy  to  theire  Church  and  State.” 
He  named  his  settlement,  “Ma-re  Mount”  (“Merie  Monte”) — obviously 
because  of  its  vicinity  to  the  sea,  rather  than  to  label  it  as  the  citadel 
of  abandonment ;  but  it  was  in  the  latter  sense  that  the  rigid  Pilgrims 
regarded  it.  On  the  1st  of  May,  1627,  Morton  erected  at  his  home  a 
May-pole,  “a  goodly  pine  tree  of  80  foote  longe ;”  and,  in  company  with 
the  Indians,  with  whom  he  lived  on  friendly  terms,  he  held  high  revels 
to  the  disgust  of  the  Plymouth  elders.  He  not  only  continued  his  merry 
pranks  in  disregard  of  the  Pilgrims  but  composed  satires  on  them.  His 
example  was  said  to  have  attracted  a  number  of  malcontents  to  his  place, 
Endicott  admonished  the  revellers  to  mend  their  ways,  but  this  advice 
was  unheeded.  Miles  Standish  led  a  punitive  expedition  to  “Ma-re 
Mount.”  Morton  was  arrested ;  the  may-pole  was  cut  down,  and  the 
little  colony  dispersed.  The  next  year,  Morton  reappeared  at  “Ma-re 
Mount,”  where  he  kept  annoying  the  settlers  by  his  free  and  easy 
ways. 

Bradford  dubbed  Morton  the  “Lord  of  misrule,”  and  said  that  he 
maintained,  as  it  were,  “a  school  of  Atheism.” 

“And  after  they  had  gott  some  goods  into  their  hands,  and 
gott  much  by  trading  with  the  Indians,  they  spent  it  as  vainly, 
in  quaffing  and  drinking  both  wine  and  strong  waters  in  great 
excess.” 

But  Bradford  makes  a  very  serious  charge  indeed,  when  he  says  that 
Morton  traded  guns,  powder,  and  shot  to  the  Indians,  and  taught 
them  how  to  use  ammunition.  This  caused  anxiety,  because  it  gave  the 
Indians  a  great  advantage  and  made  them  more  a  menace.  This  was 
deplorable,  “when  some  of  their  neighbours  and  friends  are  daly  killed 
by  the  Indeans,  or  are  in  Deanger  thereof,  and  live  but  at  the  Indeans 
mercie.” 

Another  charge  made  against  Morton  was  that  he  had  committed 
injuries  both  to  the  English  and  the  Indians,  and  that  he  had  shot 
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hail-shot  at  a  troop  of  Indians,  because  they  had  not  brought  him  a 
canoe  with  which  to  cross  a  river.  In  so  doing,  he  had  hurt  one,  and 
shot  through  the  garments  of  another.  That  this  charge  was  based  on 
fact  is  doubtful;  Morton  was  a  fractious,  unwelcome  element  in  the 
colony,  but  it  is  equally  apparent  that  the  people  were  ready  to  resort 
to  every  means,  fair  or  foul,  to  get  rid  of  him.  On  the  7th  of  Septem¬ 
ber,  1630,  he  was  sentenced  by  court  to  be  set  into  the  bilbees,  and 
afterwards  sent  prisoner  to  England.  All  of  his  goods  were  ordered 
seized  to  defray  the  charge  of  his  transportation,  to  pay  his  debts,  and 
to  give  satisfaction  to  the  Indians  for  a  canoe  which  he  took  away  from 
them.  It  was  also  decreed  that  his  house,  after  the  goods  were  re¬ 
moved,  should  be  burnt  down  in  the  sight  of  the  Indians,  for  their 
satisfaction  for  the  many  wrongs  which  he  had  done  them  from  time 
to  time. 

Commenting  on  this  trial  and  sentence,  Charles  Francis  Adams  said 
in  the  Atlantic  Monthly,  in  1877,  that  “these  were  high-handed  acts  of 
unmistakable  oppression.  .  .  .  The  probabilities  in  the  case  would  seem 
to  be  that  the  Massachusetts  magistrates  had  made  up  their  minds  in 
advance  to  drive  this  man  out  of  Massachusetts. ” 

The  sentence  was  carried  out.  It  was  ordered  that  Morton  “saile 
in  sight  of  his  house,”  which  was  to  be  fired  by  his  foes ;  and  thus 
witness  his  own  ruin.  The  captain  of  the  “Gift”  refused  to  carry  him 
agreeably  to  the  order  of  the  court ;  and  it  was  three  months  before  the 
authorities  could  get  rid  of  their  culprit. 

Samuel  Maverick,  the  first  inhabitant  of  “Noddle’s  Island,”  and 
a  man  described  in  Johnson’s  Wonder  Working  Providence  of  Sion's 
Saviour  as  “a  man  of  very  loving  and  courteous  behaviour,  very  ready 
to  entertain  strangers,  yet  an  enemy  to  the  Reformation  in  hand,  being 
strong  for  the  Lordly  Prelaticall  Power  one  (on)  this  Island,”  wrote  a 
letter  to  the  Earl  of  Clarendon  in  Morton’s  behalf.  He  said : — 


“One  Mr  Morton,  a  gen1  of  good  qualities,  vpon  pretence 
that  he  had  shott  an  Indian,  wittingly,  wch  was  indeede  but  ac¬ 
cidentally,  and  no  hurt  donn,  they  sentenced  him  to  be  sent  for, 
England  prisoner,  as  one  who  had  a  designe  to  sett  the  Indians 
at  variance  wth  vs,  they  further  ordered  as  he  was  to  saile  in 
sight  of  his  howse  that  it  should  be  fired ;  he  refusinge  to  goe 
in  to  the  shippe,  as  havinge  no  business  there,  was  hoisted 
by  a  tackle,  and  neare  starued  in  the  passage.  No  thinge  was 
said  to  him  heare :  in  the  tyme  of  his  abode  heare,  he  wrote  a 
booke  entitled  New  Canan,  a  good  description  of  the  Cuntery 
as  then  it  was,  only  in  the  end  of  it  he  pinched  too  closely  on 
some  in  authoritie  there,  for  wch  some  yeares  after  cominge 
ouer  to  look  after  his  land  for  wch  he  had  a  patent  many 
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yeares  before,  he  found  his  land  disposed  of  and  made  a  towne- 
ship,  and  himselfe  shortly  after  apprehended,  put  into  the  gaole 
wthout  fire  or  beddinge,  no  bayle  to  be  taken,  where  he  re¬ 
mained  a  very  cold  winter,  nothing  laid  to  his  charge  but  the 
writings  of  this  booke,  wch  he  confessed  not,  nor  could  they 
proue.  He  died  shortly  after,  and  as  he  said,  and  may  well 
be  supposed  on  his  hard  vsage  in  prison.”8 

The  fact  is,  Morton  after  his  banishment  antagonised  the  Massa¬ 
chusetts  settlers  by  seeking  redress  for  his  injuries,  and  by  publishing 
his  book.  The  latter  was  styled  by  Bradford,  “an  infamouse  and  scurri¬ 
lous  booke  against  many  godly  and  cheefe  men  of  ye  cuntrie;  full  of 
lyes  and  slanders,  and  fraight  with  profane  callumnies  against  their 
names  and  persons,  and  ye  ways  of  God.”  Morton’s  book,  New  English 
Canaan  or  New  Canaan,  was  printed  in  Amsterdam  in  1637.  “The 
first  Booke  setting  forth  the  originall  of  the  Natives,  their  Manners  and 
Customes,  together  with  their  tractable  Nature  and  Love  towards  the 
English.  The  second  Booke  setting  forth  the  naturall  Indowments  of 
the  Country,  and  what  staple  Commodities  it  yealdeth.  The  third 
Booke  setting  forth,  what  people  are  planted  there,  their  prosperity, 
what  remarkable  accidents  have  happened  since  the  first  planting  of  it, 
together  with  their  Tenents  and  practise  of  their  Church.”  He  bit¬ 
terly  upbraided  the  bigotry  of  the  separatists.  He  said  that  the  revels 
around  the  May-pole  were  in  their  eyes  as  bad  “as  if  they  had  anew 
revived  and  celebrated  the  Feasts  of  ye  Roman  Goddes  Flora,  or  the 
beastly  practieses  of  ye  madd  Bachanalians.  Morton  likewise  (to  shew 
his  poetrie)  composed  sundry  rimes  and  verses,  some  tending  to  las¬ 
civiousness,  and  others  to  the  detraction  and  scandall  of  some  persons, 
which  he  affixed  to  their  idle  or  idoll  May-polls.” 

While  Morton  has  been  alluded  to  repeatedly  as  a  liberal  spirit  in 
the  midst  of  an  intolerant,  narrow  age,  it  does  not  appear  that  he 
was  of  heroic  stature.  The  colony  wras  passing  through  a  very  pre¬ 
carious  phase;  and  his  antagonism  was  hardly  based  on  deep,  funda¬ 
mental  principles.  While  his  Anglican  affiliations  may  have  had  much 
to  do  with  rendering  him  undesirable,  he  was  not  representative  of  the 
true  spirit  of  the  Church.9 

About  the  middle  of  September,  1623,  Robert  Gorges,  the  younger 
son  of  Sir  Ferdinando  Gorges,  arrived  in  Massachusetts  Bay,  where 
he  intended  to  start  a  plantation  with  “sundrie  passangers  and  families.” 
He  selected  the  place  which  Weston’s  company  had  forsaken:  and  there 

8Coll.  N.  Y.  Historical  Society ,  1869,  Publication  Fund,  “Clarendon  Papers,” 
p.  40. 

9The  Morton  bibliography  is  extensive.  See  Morton:  New  English  Canaan ; 
Bradford:  History  of  the  Plymouth  Plantation;  Perry:  American  Episcopal 
Church,  I.,  pp.  82 ff.;  references  in  numerous  histories. 

17] 


he  remained  for  a  short  time — probably  less  than  a  year.  His  people 
became  discouraged ;  some  went  to  England,  others  to  Virginia.  A  few 
remained  in  Massachusetts,  among  whom  were  Samuel  Maverick  and 
the  Reverend  William  Blaxton.  Among  those  who  returned  to  the 
mother  country,  there  was  an  Anglican  clergyman,  the  Reverend  Wil¬ 
liam  Morrell.  It  is  said  that  he  had  a  commission  from  the  ecclesiastical 
courts  of  England  to  supervise  churches  which  might  be  established 
in  New  England.  Still  he  did  not  mention  his  commission  till  just 
before  leaving  Plymouth  for  England.  During  his  stay  in  Massachu¬ 
setts,  he  composed  a  Latin  poem  in  hexameters,  with  a  translation  into 
English  heroic  verse.  Morrell’s  disappointment  with  the  new  world  is 
seen  in  his  introductory  message  to  the  “Vnderstanding  Reader,”  when 
he  warns  against  the  propaganda  used  to  entice  settlers : — 

“Error  in  Poesie  is  lesser  blemish  than  in  Historie.  Ex¬ 
perience  cannot  plead  me  ignorant,  much  lesse  innocent,  having 
seen  and  suffered.  I  should  delude  others  vana  spe,  or  / also 
gaudio.  What  can  be  expected  from  false  Relations,  but  vn- 
happie  proceedings  to  the  best  intended,  and  most  hopefull 
Colonies.  So  that  want  of  provisions,  and  right  information, 
begets  in  the  distracted  planter  nothing  but  mutinies,  fearfull 
execrations,  and  sometimes  miserable  interitures.  But  of  all 
such  perchance  hereafter.  These  were  at  this  time  beyond 
my  intent.  I  onely  now  and  ever  desire  that  my  best  incense 
may  for  ever  waite  vpon  all  truely  zealous  and  religious 
planters  and  adventurers,  who  seriously  endeavour  the  dilating 
of  Christs  Kingdoms,  in  the  propagating  of  the  Gospell,  and  so 
advisedly  vndertake  so  weightie  and  so  worthie  a  worke,  as 
that  they  and  theirs  may  paralell  these  worthie  of  the  world 
in  all  externall,  internall,  and  eternall  abundances.  Farewell, 
with  this  one  Memento :  That  the  best  intended  conclusions, 
without  an  equivalent  abilitie,  produce  nothing  but  losse,  dis¬ 
contents,  opprobries,  and  imperfections.”10 

The  tendency  of  New  England  to  separation  could  not  well  be  resisted. 
There  were  churchmen  among  the  early  settlers ;  but  an  English  priest, 
who  revealed  himself  as  such,  would  hardly  be  tolerated. 

In  March,  1624,  the  Reverend  John  Lyford,  an  Anglican  minister 
sent  over  by  London  merchants  interested  in  the  success  of  the  colony, 
arrived  at  Plymouth  with  Edward  Winslow.  Bradford  described  his 
appearance : — 

“When  this  man  first  came  a  shore,  he  saluted  them  (of  the 
plantation  of  Plymouth)  with  that  reverence  and  humilitie  as  is 

10JVinsor:  Narrative  and  Critical  History,  III.,  p.  304;  Mass.  Historical 
Collections  I.,  p.  125 ;  Morton:  New  England  Memorial,  p.  58;  Perry:  American 
Episcopal  Church,  I.,  p.  81. 
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seldome  to  be  seen,  and  indeed  made  them  ashamed,  he  so 
bowed  and  cringed  unto  them,  and  would  have  kissed  their 
hands  if  they  would  have  suffered  him ;  yea,  he  wept  and  shed 
many  tears,  blessing  God  that  had  brought  him  to  see  their 
faces;  and  admiring  the  things  they  had  done  in  their  wants, 
etc.,  as  if  he  had  been  made  all  of  love,  and  the  humblest  per¬ 
son  in  the  world.” 

Lyford  was  hospitably  received.  According  to  Bradford, — 

“They  gave  him  the  best  entertainment  they  could,  (in  all 
simplisitie,)  and  a  larger  allowans  of  food  out  of  the  store  than 
any  other  had,  and  as  the  Govr  had  used  in  all  waightie  affairs 
to  consulte  with  their  Elder,  Mr.  Brewster,  (together  with  his 
assistants),  so  now  he  caled  Mr.  Liford  also  to  counsell  with 
them  in  their  waightiest  bussinesses.  After  some  short  time  he 
desired  to  joyne  him  selfe  a  member  to  the  church  hear,  and  was 
accordingly  received.  He  made  a  large  confession  of  his  faith, 
and  an  acknowledgemente  of  his  former  disorderly  walking,  and 
his  being  intangled  with  many  corruptions,  which  had  been  a 
burthen  to  his  conscience,  and  blessed  God  for  this  opportunitie 
of  freedom  and  libertie  to  injoye  the  ordinances  of  God  in 
puritie  among  his  people,  with  many  more  shuch  like  ex¬ 
pressions.” 

John  Oldham,  who  had  come  over  in  the  “Anne”  with  ten  asso¬ 
ciates,  began  to  be  a  partner  of  Lyford.  Oldham,  it  seems,  had  already 
given  trouble,  by  his  failure  to  co-operate  in  colonial  affairs  and  by  the 
reports  he  had  sent  back  to  England.  Bradford  found  that  Oldham 
and  Lyford  “grew  very  perverse,  and  shewed  a  spirite  of  great  malignan- 
cie,  drawing  as  many  into  faction  as  they  could ;  were  they  never  so 
vile  or  profane,  they  did  nourish  and  back  them  in  all  their  doings : 
so  they  would  but  cleave  to  them  and  speak  against  the  church  near; 
so  as  ther  was  nothing  but  private  meetings  and  whisperings  amongst 
them.”  When  the  ship  was  about  to  return  to  England,  Lyford  wrote 
several  letters  which  caused  suspicion;  these  were  intercepted,  and  dis¬ 
covered  to  be  full  of  ridicule  and  slanders.  One  of  them  was  addressed 
to  a  minister  named  John  Pemberton,  who  was  known  to  be  “a  great 
opposite”  to  the  plantation.  Another  letter  intimated  that  Oldham  and 
Lyford  “intended  a  reformation  in  church  and  commone  wealth;  and 
as  soon  as  the  ship  was  gone,  they  intended  to  joyne  together,  and 
have  the  sacraments.”  An  investigation  revealed  that  Lyford  and  his 
accomplices  “withdrew  themselves,”  and  “set  up  a  publick  meeting 
aparte  on  the  Lord’s  day;  with  sundry  shuch  insolente  cariages  .  .  . 
begining  thus  publickly  to  acte  what  privately  they  had  been  long 
plotting.” 
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Thereupon  court  was  convened;  and  Lyford  was  reminded  that  in 
joining  the  local  church,  he  had  professed  “that  he  held  not  himself 
a  minister,  till  he  had  a  new  calling  etc.  And  yet  now  he  contested 
against  them,  and  drew  a  company  aparte,  and  sequestred  him  selfe; 
and  would  goe  to  minister  the  sacraments  (by  his  Episcopall  calling).” 
Lyford  was  convicted;  and  the  court  censured  Oldham.  Both  were 
sentenced  to  expulsion  from  the  colony.  Oldham’s  wife  and  family 
were  permitted  to  stay  all  winter,  or  longer,  until  he  could  remove 
them  comfortably;  Lyford  had  liberty  to  remain  six  months.  It  is 
recounted  that  he  burst  into  tears  and  confessed  that  he  feared  he 
was  a  reprobate,  and  that  he  acknowledged  that  his  censure  was  far 
less  than  he  deserved.  Afterwards  he  confessed  his  sin  publickly  in 
the  Church.  The  people  stood  ready  to  reinstate  him  and  allow  him 
to  teach  amongst  them.11 

The  above  is  Bradford’s  account.  Another  picture  is  given  in 
Morton’s  New  English  Canaan.  Morton  said  that,  before  the  brethren 
would  allow  him  to  be  their  pastor,  Lyford  would  have  first  to  “re¬ 
nounce  his  calling,  to  the  office  of  the  Ministery,  received  in  England, 
as  heretical  and  Papisticall,  (so  hee  confest)  and  then  to  receive  a  new 
callinge  from  them,  after  their  fantasticall  invention  which  hee  re¬ 
fused,  alledging  and  maintaining  that  his  calling  as  it  stood  was  lawfull, 
and  that  hee  would  not  renounce  it;  and  so  Iohn  Oldham  his  opinion 
was  one  (on)  the  affirmative,  and  both  together  did  maintaine  the 
Church  of  England,  to  be  a  true  Church,  although  in  some  particulars 
(they  said)  defective  concludinge  so  against  the  Tenents  there,  and 
by  this  meanes  cancelled  theire  good  opinion,  amongst  the  number  of 
the  Seperatists,  that  stay  they  must  not,  lest  they  be  spies,  and  to 
fall  fowle  on  this  occasion,  the  Brethren  thought  it  would  betray  their 
cause,  and  make  it  fall  under  censure,  therefore  against  Master  Layford 
they  had  found  out  some  scandall;  to  be  laid  on  his  former  corse  of 
life,  to  blemish  that,  and  so  to  conclude  hee  was  a  spotted  beast,  and 
not  to  be  allowed  where  they  ordained  to  have  the  Passover  kept  so 
zealously;  as  for  John  Oldham,  they  could  see  hee  would  be  passionate, 
and  moody;  and  proove  himselfe  a  mad  lack  in  his  mood,  and  as  soon 
mooved  to  be  moody,  and  this  impatience  would  Minister  advantage 
to  them  to  be  rid  of  him.”12 

Bishop  Perry  calls  attention  to  the  fact  that  “the  only  charges  of 
immorality  brought  against  (Lyford)  were  made  during  his  espousal 
and  advocacy  of  separatist  views  and  practices,  while  of  his  career 
while  in  the  ‘Episcopal  calling,’  if  we  know  little  or  nothing,  we  know 
nothing  ill;”  and  furthermore,  that  the  proofs  of  his  gross  immorality 

11 Bradford :  History  of  the  Plymouth  Plantation,  1912  ed.,  I.,  pp.  117-125. 

12 Morton:  New  English  Canaan,  book  III.,  ch.  viii. 
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were  “readily  furnished  when  he  sought  to  ‘set  up  a  publick  meeting 
aparte,  on  ye  Lord’s  day,’  and  ‘would  goe  minister  the  sacraments  by 
his  Episcopall  calling.’  ”13 

After  banishment,  Lyford  officiated  for  the  little  company  at  Nan- 
tasket  and  Salem;  he  finally  removed  to  Virginia.  Morton  states  that, 
while  still  on  the  Bay  and  before  going  to  Cape  Ann,  Lyford  “freely 
executed  his  office  and  preached  every  Lord’s  day,  and  yet  maintained 
his  wife  and  children  foure  or  five  upon  his  industry  there,  with  the 
blessing  of  God  and  the  plenty  of  the  Land,  without  the  helpe  of  his 
auditory,  in  an  honest  and  laudable  manner,  till  hee  was  wearied  and 
made  to  leave  the  country.”14 

Among  the  colonists  of  Robert  Gorges  who  remained  in  Massa¬ 
chusetts,  there  was  the  Reverend  William  Blaxton,  a  Cambridge  Master 
of  Arts.  Mr.  Blaxton  occupied  “Shawmut,”  which  has  now  become 
the  city  of  Boston;  there  he  had  his  cottage,  his  garden-plot,  and  his 
orchard.  A  clergyman  of  the  Church  of  England,  there  is  no  record 
of  his  ministrations.  He  built  a  little  house  opposite  Charles  Town, 
by  virtue  of  which  he  laid  claim  to  the  whole  peninsula  of  Shawmut. 
By  his  invitation,  members  of  the  Massachusetts  Company,  who  arrived 
at  Mishawum  (now  Charles  Town)  under  John  Winthrop,  commenced 
settling  at  Shawmut ;  hence  the  foundations  of  Boston  were  laid.  Later 
the  inhabitants  dispossessed  him;  and  justified  their  act  by  suggesting 
that  he  was  an  odd  sort  of  man,  who  would  not  join  himself  with  any 
of  their  New  England  churches.  There  is  an  account  of  Blaxton’s 
sale  of  the  land  on  which  Boston  now  stands.  His  name  is  given  in 
the  first  list  of  freemen  of  Massachusetts  (1630). 

Though  doubtless  an  inoffensive  person,  Blaxton  was  hardly  re¬ 
garded  with  favour  by  the  zealous  Independents.  They  had  no  desire 
for  a  Church  of  England  minister  in  their  midst,  who  refused  to  re¬ 
nounce  his  allegiance  to  the  Establishment.  Blaxton  said  to  the  Puri¬ 
tans,  in  explaining  his  refusal  to  unite  with  them: —  “I  came  from 
England,  because  I  did  not  like  the  lord-bishops ;  but  I  cannot  join  with 
you,  because  I  would  not  be  under  the  lord-brethren.15  Aware  that 
he  was  no  match  for  the  overpowering  zeal  of  the  Puritans,  Blaxton 
made  no  effort  to  assert  his  Anglican  opinions.  Johnson,  in  his  Wonder 
Working  Providence,  stated  that  he  retained  “no  simbole  of  his  former 
profession  but  a  Canonicall  Coate.”16  In  1634,  he  relinquished  his 
holdings  to  the  inhabitants  of  Boston ;  and  received  the  sum  of  thirty 
pounds,  each  house-holder  paying  six  shillings.17  He  then  went  fur- 

13Perry:  American  Episcopal  Church,  I.,  p.  86. 

Morton:  New  English  Canaan.  Book  III.,  ch.  viii. 

15 Cotton  Mather:  Magnalia,  book  III. 

16 Johnson:  Wonder  Working  Providence. 

17 Memorial  History  of  Boston,  I.,  p.  85. 
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ther  into  the  wilderness,  to  a  spot  which  he  called  “Study  Hill,”  in 
the  present  limits  of  the  town  of  Lonsdale,  Rhode  Island.  Thus  he  be¬ 
came  a  pioneer  white  resident  of  that  domain.  He  died  May  26th, 
1675;  and  was  buried  at  Study  Hill.18 

II.  THE  PURITANS  AND  THE  MASSACHUSETTS  BAY 

COLONY 

In  1629,  another  colony  settled  in  Massachusetts,  far  more  numerous 
and  wealthy  than  the  Plymouth  settlers.  Some  Dorchester  traders  had 
started  a  fishing  venture  in  1623,  with  a  permanent  station  at  Cape 
Ann,  in  Massachusetts  Bay.  They  had  abandoned  it  as  a  failure  in 
1626;  but  had  left  a  foreman  with  some  cattle  on  the  spot.  One  of 
the  company,  John  White,  incumbent  of  Dorchester  and  a  man  of  Puri¬ 
tan  leanings,  saw  the  possibility  of  building  on  this  foundation.19  White 
and  others  set  forth  their  views  in  pamphlets ;  they  were  “deliberately 
establishing  a  refuge  where  Puritanism,  and  those  political  views  which 
were  so  closely  bound  up  with  Puritanism,  might  flourish  and  react  upon 
the  religious  and  political  life  of  the  mother  country/’  Six  men  of 
influence  in  the  Puritan  party  obtained  from  the  New  England  Com¬ 
pany  a  grant  of  land;  they  already  possessed  a  fishing-station  at  Cape 
Ann.  John  Endicott  was  at  once  sent  out  to  occupy  and  develop  this 
station.  In  March,  1629,  a  royal  charter  was  obtained,  incorporating 
the  Governor  and  Company  of  Massachusetts  Bay.  The  same  year, 
a  fleet  was  sent  out  with  350  emigrants.  Later  the  whole  interest 
of  the  Company  was  transferred  to  ten  persons,  all  concerned  in  the 
prosperity  of  the  colony,  while  the  management  of  affairs  was  trans¬ 
ferred  to  America.  With  that  the  Company,  as  a  body  distinct  from 
the  colony,  disappeared.  The  choice  of  a  governor  fell  on  John  Win- 
throp,  a  Suffolk  squire,  forty-three  years  old,  and  a  graduate  of  Cam¬ 
bridge.  Some  of  Endicott’s  settlers  had  already  established  themselves 
in  a  settlement  to  which  they  gave  the  name  of  Charles  Town;  and 
Winthrop  and  his  company  joined  them.  But  Winthrop  soon  moved 
to  Boston.  Within  a  year,  eight  small  settlements  had  sprung  up 
around  Boston  Bay.20  Blaxton’s  negotiations  with  the  newcomers, 
which  resulted  in  the  planting  of  Boston  on  his  holdings,  have  already 
been  noted. 

While  the  new  settlers  were  not  actuated  solely  by  religious  motives, 
it  is  true  that  they  were  opposed  to  certain  tendencies  in  the  English 
Church;  they  witnessed  a  relaxation  of  moral  standards,  which  filled 

1%S prague:  Annals  of  the  American  Episcopal  Pulpit,  pp.  1-3. 

19J.  A.  Doyle,  in  Cambridge  Modern  History,  VII.,  p.  15. 

20Ibid.,  pp.  15-16. 
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them  with  distress,  and  they  objected  to  the  encouragement  of  ritualistic 
practices  which  savoured  of  a  return  to  Romanism  and  they  were  ex¬ 
ceedingly  restive  under  the  dominance  of  the  ecclesiastical  hierarchy. 
As  Johnson  expressed  it,  in  his  Wonder  Working  Providence : — 

“When  England  began  to  decline  in  Religion,  like  luke¬ 
warm  Laodicea,  and  instead  of  purging  out  Popery,  a  farther 
compliance  was  sought  not  onely  in  vaine  Idolatrous  Cere¬ 
monies,  but  also  in  prophaning  the  Sabbath,  and  by  Procla¬ 
mation  throughout  their  Parish  churches,  exasperating  lewd  and 
prophane  persons  to  celebrate  a  Sabbath  like  the  Heathen  to 
Venus,  Baccus,  and  Ceres ;  in  so  much  that  the  multitude  of 
irreligious  lascivious  and  popish  affected  persons  spred  the 
whole  land  with  Grashoppers,  in  this  very  time  Christ  the 
glorious  King  of  his  Churches,  raises  an  Army  out  of  our 
English  Nation,  for  freeing  his  people  from  their  long  servi¬ 
tude  under  usurping  Prelacy ;  and  because  every  corner  of  Eng¬ 
land  wTas  filled  with  the  fury  of  malignant  adversaries,  Christ 
creates  a  New  England  to  muster  up  the  first  of  his  Forces 
in;  Whose  low  condition,  little  number,  and  remoteness  of 
place  made  these  adversaries  triumph,  despising  this  day  of 
small  things,  but  in  this  hight  of  their  pride  the  Lord  Christ 
brought  sudden,  and  unexpected  destruction  upon  them.”21 

While  Puritans,  these  colonists  were  not  separatists  from  the 
Church  of  England.  A  little  concession  on  the  part  of  the  prelates 
would  surely  have  retained  many  in  the  Church,  who  rebelled  against 
full  conformity.  John  Bastwick,  doctor  of  physick,  a  soldier  and 
a  controversialist,  who  even  suffered  with  Prynne  and  Burton  and 
was  sentenced  to  lose  his  ears  and  pay  a  fine  of  five  thousand  pounds, 
wrote  in  1646: — 

“It  is  wTell  known  that,  in  the  time  of  the  Prelates’  power, 
the  removal  of  a  very  few  things  would  have  given  great  con¬ 
tent  to  the  most  scrupulous  consciences.  For  myself  I  can 
speak  thus  much,  not  only  concerning  the  conscientious  Profes¬ 
sors  here  in  England,  but  the  most  rigid  Separatists  beyond  the 
seas ;  with  many  of  which,  I  had  familiar  acquaintance  at  home 
and  abroad ;  and  amongst  all  that  I  conversed  with,  I  never 
heard  them,  till  within  these  twenty  years,  desire  any  other 
thing  in  Reformation  but  that  the  Ceremonies  might  be  removed 
with  their  Innovations ;  and  that  Episcopacy  might  be  regu¬ 
lated,  and  their  boundless  power  and  authority  taken  from 
them;  and  that  the  extravagances  of  the  High  Commission 
Court  might  be  annihilated  and  made  void ;  and  that  there 
might,  through  the  Kingdom,  be  a  preaching  Ministry  every¬ 
where  set  up.  .  .  .  Yea,  I  can  speak  thus  much,  in  the  pres- 

21  Johnson:  Wonder  Working  Providence,  Book  I.,  ch.  1. 
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ence  of  God,  That  Master  Robinson,  of  Leyden,  the  Pastor  of 
the  Brownist  Church  there,  told  me,  and  others  who  are  yet 
living  to  witness  the  truth  of  what  I  now  say:  ‘That  if  he 
might  in  England  have  enjoyed  but  the  liberty  of  his  Ministry 
there,  with  an  immunity  but  from  the  very  Ceremonies;  and 
that  they  had  not  forced  him  to  a  Subscription  to  them,  and 
imposed  upon  him  the  observation  of  them ;  that  he  had  never 
separated  from  it,  and  left  that  Church.”22 


The  Reverend  John  White,  of  Dorchester,  England,  who  has  been 
styled  the  “father  of  the  Massachusetts  Colony”  and  “the  Patriarch  of 
New  England,”  was  a  conformist,  although  he  was  in  sympathy  with 
the  Puritan  party  in  the  Church.  It  was  he,  as  we  have  seen,  who 
saw  the  possibilities  of  a  colony  of  Puritans  in  Massachusetts  and 
aroused  interest  in  the  project  by  his  writings.  In  1630,  he  wrote  “The 
Planters  Plea”  (published  in  London  that  year),  in  which  he  defended 
the  New  England  settlers  from  the  imputation  of  non-conformity  or 
separatism.  “Some  variation  from  the  formes  and  customes  of  our 
church”  might  be  hoped  for  or  expected,  White  said;  but  he  denied 
that  the  sponsors  of  the  enterprise  were  “projecting  the  erecting  of 
this  colony  for  a  nursery  of  Schismaticks.”  He  asserted  that  “three 
parts  of  foure”  of  the  planters  were  “able  to  justifie  themselves  to  have 
lived  in  a  constant  course  of  conformity  unto  our  church  government 
and  orders,”  and  Governor  Winthrop  has  “beene  every  way  regular 
and  conformable  in  the  whole  course  of  his  practise.”  “Neither  all 
nor  the  greatest  part  of  the  Ministers  are  unconformable.”23 

The  Reverend  Francis  Higginson,  for  several  years  minister  of  the 
parish  Church  at  Leicester,  is  said  to  have  called  out  from  the  stem 
of  the  “Talbot,”  as  he  took  his  last  view  of  Land’s  End: — 


“We  will  not  say,  as  the  Separatists  are  wont  to  say,  on 
their  leaving  England,  Farewell  Babylon!  Farewell  Rome! 
But  we  will  say,  Farewell  dear  England !  Farewell  the  Church 
of  God  in  England  and  all  the  Christian  friends  there!  We 
do  not  go  to  New  England  as  Separatists  from  the  Church  of 
England,  though  we  cannot  but  separate  from  the  corruptions 
in  it ;  but  we  go  to  practise  the  positive  part  of  church  reforma¬ 
tion,  and  propagate  the  Gospel  in  America.24 


Governor  Winthrop  and  several  others  on  board  the  “Arbella,” 
signed  a  paper  directed  to  their  brethren  of  the  Church  of  England, 

22Bastwick :  The  Utter  Routing  of  the  whole  Army  of  all  the  Independents 
and  Sectaries,  Sig.  F.  2  ( Quoted  as  a  note  in  Bradford:  History  of  the  Plymouth 
Plantation,  1912  ed.,  I.,  p.  12). 

23 Force’s  Historical  Tracts,  II.,  pp.  23-37. 

24 Reported  in  Cotton  Mather’s  Magnalia. 
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designed  to  remove  suspicion  or  misconstructions  and  to  ask  their 
prayers. 

“Reverend  Fathers  and  Brethren  : 

“The  generall  rumour  of  this  solemne  Enterprise,  where¬ 
in  our  selves  with  others,  through  the  providence  of  the 
Almightie,  are  ingaged,  as  it  may  spare  us  the  labour  of  impart¬ 
ing  our  occasion  unto  you,  so  it  gives  us  the  more  incourage- 
ment  to  strengthen  our  selves  by  the  procurement  of  the  prayers 
&  blessings  of  the  Lords  faithfull  Servants  :  For  which  end  wee 
are  bold  to  have  recourse  unto  you,  as  those  whom  God  hath 
placed  nearest  his  throne  of  Mercy ;  which  as  it  affords  you  the 
more  opportunitie,  so  it  imposeth  the  greater  bond  upon  you 
to  intercede  for  his  people  in  all  their  straights,  we  beseech 
you  therefore  by  the  mercies  of  the  LORD  IESUS  to  con¬ 
sider  us  as  your  Brethren,  standing  in  very  great  need  of  your 
helpe,  and  earnestly  imploring  it.  And  howsoever  your  charitie 
may  have  met  with  some  occasion  of  discouragement  through 
the  misreport  of  our  intentions,  or  through  the  disaffection, 
or  indiscretion,  of  some  of  us,  or  rather,  amongst  us ;  yet  we 
desire  you  would  be  pleased  to  take  notice  of  the  principals, 
and  body  of  our  company,  as  those  who  esteame  it  our  honour, 
to  call  the  Church  of  England,  from  whence  we  rise,  our  deare 
Mother,  and  cannot  part  from  our  native  Countrie,  where  she 
specially  resideth,  without  much  sadness  of  heart,  and  many 
tear’s  in  our  eyes,  ever  acknowledging  that  such  hope,  and  part 
as  wee  have  obtained  in  the  common  salvation,  we  have  re¬ 
ceived  in  her  bosome,  and  suckt  it  from  her  breasts :  wee  leave 
it  not  therefore,  as  loathing  that  milk  wherewith  we  were 
nourished  there,  but  blessing  God  for  the  parentage  and  edu¬ 
cation,  as  members  of  the  same  body,  shall  always  rejoyce 
in  her  good,  and  unfainedly  grieve  for  any  sorrow  that  shall 
ever  betide  her,  and  while  we  have  breath,  syncerely  desire 
and  indeavour  the  continuance  &  abundance  of  her  welfare, 
with  the  inlargement  of  her  bounds  in  the  kingdome  of 
CHRIST  JESUS. 

“Be  pleased,  therefore,  Reverend  FATHERS  & 
BRETHREN  to  helpe  forward  this  worke  now  in  hand ;  which, 
if  it  prosper,  you  shall  be  the  more  glorious,  however  your 
judgment  if  with  the  LORD,  and  your  reward  with  your 
GOD.  It  is  an  usuall  and  laudable  exercise  of  your  charity, 
to  recommend  to  the  prayers  of  your  Congregations  the  necessi¬ 
ties  and  straights  of  your  private  neighbors ;  Doe  the  like  for 
a  Church  springing  out  of  your  bowels.  We  conceive  much 
hope  that  this  remembrance  of  us,  if  it  be  frequent  and  fervent, 
will  bee  a  most  prosperous  gale  in  our  sailes,  and  provide  such 
a  passage  and  welcome  for  us,  from  the  GOD  of  the  whole 
earth,  as  both  we  which  shall  finde  it,  and  your  selves,  with 
the  rest  of  our  friends,  who  shall  heare  of  it,  shall  be  much 
inlarged  to  bring  in  such  daily  returnes  of  Thanks-giving,  as 
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the  specialties  of  his  Providence  and  Goodnes  may  justly  chal¬ 
lenge  at  all  our  hands.  You  are  not  ignorant,  that  the  Spirit 
of  GOD  stirred  up  the  Apostle  Paul  to  make  continuall  men¬ 
tion  of  the  Church  of  Philippi  (which  was  a  Colonie  from 
Rome,)  let  the  same  Spirit,  we  beseech  you,  put  you  in  mind, 
that  are  the  Lords  remembrancers,  to  pray  for  us  without 
ceasing  (who  are  a  weake  Colony  from  your  selves)  making 
continuall  request  for  us  to  GOD  in  all  your  prayers, 

“What  we  intreat  of  you  that  are  the  Ministers  of  God, 
that  we  also  crave  at  the  hands  of  all  the  rest  of  our  Brethren, 
that  they  would  at  nO'  time  forget  us  in  their  private  solicita¬ 
tions  at  the  throne  of  Grace. 

“If  any  there  be,  who  through  want  of  cleare  intelligence 
of  our  course,  or  tenderness  of  affection  towards  us,  cannot 
conceive  so  well  of  our  way  as  we  could  desire,  we  would  in¬ 
treat  such  not  to  despise  us,  nor  to  desert  us  in  their  prayers 
&  affections,  but  to  consider  rather,  that  they  are  so  much  the 
more  bound  to  expresse  the  bowels  of  their  compassion  towards 
us,  remembering  alwaies  that  both  Nature  and  Grace,  doth  ever 
binde  us  to  relieve  and  rescue  with  our  utmost  &  speediest 
power,  such  as  are  deare  unto  us,  when  wee  conceive  them 
to  be  running  uncomfortable  hazards. 

“What  goodnes  you  shall  extent  to  us  in  this  or  any 
other  Christian  kindnesse,  wee  your  Brethren  in  CHRIST 
IESUS  shall  labour  to  repay  in  what  dutie  wee  are  or  shall 
be  able  to  performe,  promising  so  farre  as  God  shall  enable 
us  to  give  him  no  rest  on  your  behalfes,  wishing  our  heads 
and  hearts  may  be  as  fountaines  of  teares  for  your  everlast¬ 
ing  welfare,  when  wee  shall  be  in  our  poore  Cottages  in  the 
wildemesse,  over-shadowed  with  the  spirit  of  supplication, 
through  the  manifold  necessities  and  tribulations  which  may  not 
altogether  unexpectedly,  nor,  we  hope,  unprofitably  befall  us. 
And  so  commending  you  to  the  grace  of  GOD  in  CHRIST, 
wee  shall  ever  rest 


Your  assured  Friends 
and  Brethren, 
“From  Yarmouth 
aboard  the  Arbella 


April  7,  1630. 

“Io :  Winthrope  Gov. 
Charles  Fines. 

George  Philipps. 

&c. 


Rich :  Saltonstall. 
Isaac  Iohnson. 

Tlio:  Dudley. 
William  Codding  ton 

&cr 
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III.  SEPARATION  OF  THE  PURITAN  COLONISTS  FROM 

THE  ANGLICAN  CHURCH 


While  the  Puritan  colonists  were  Church  of  England  men  and 
avowed  their  disinclination  to  separatism,  they  found  on  their  arrival 
that  there  was  a  religious  order  already  in  existence ;  and  they  soon 
fell  in  line  with  the  prevailing  usage,  even  though  it  involved  separation. 
Those  who  found  their  way  to  Salem  were  prevailed  upon  by  Endicott 
and  others  to  conform  to  the  local  system.  On  the  6th  of  August,  1629, 
Francis  Higginson  and  Samuel  Skelton  (who  had  arrived  on  the 
“George,”  June  29th)  ordained  each  other.  This  signalized  the  break 
of  the  Puritan  colony  with  the  mother  Church. 

Winthrop  and  his  company,  arriving  the  following  year,  discovered 
that  there  was  a  congregation  already  established  at  Salem.  Scurvy 
and  other  diseases  breaking  out,  Thomas  Fuller,  a  physician  who  had 
been  a  deacon  in  John  Robinson’s  church,  visited  the  new  colonists 
and  won  their  confidence  and  gratitude.  It  is  said  that  Fuller  was  the 
chief  means  of  transforming  New  England’s  Puritanism  into  Congre¬ 
gationalism.  At  any  rate,  within  a  few  weeks  after  the  Governor  and 
his  party  appeared,  there  started  in  Charles  Town  a  separatist,  non- 
conforming  congregation — “the  First  Church  in  Boston.”  Then  Gover¬ 
nor  Winthrop,  Deputy  Governor  Dudley,  Isaac  Johnson,  and  John  Wil¬ 
son  entered  into  a  solemn  covenant,  “to  walk  in  all  our  ways  according 
to  the  rule  of  the  Gospel,  and  in  all  sincere  conformity  to  his  holy 
ordinances,  and  in  mutual  love  and  respect  to  each  other,  so  near  as 
God  shall  give  us  grace.”25  They  avowed  their  intention  “to  unite 
into  one  congregation  or  church,  under  the  Lord  Jesus  Christ,  (their) 
head,  in  such  sort  as  becometh  all  those  whom  he  hath  redeemed,  and 
sanctified  to  himself.” 

Before  the  arrival  of  Governor  Winthrop,  Endicott  had  felt  bound 
to  rid  the  colony  of  some  whose  Anglican  loyalty  was  considered  an 
intrusion.  Among  the  first  patentees,  there  were  two  brothers,  John 
and  Samuel  Browne,  who  showed  their  preference  for  the  rites  and 
customs  of  the  Church  of  England,  and  protested  against  some  of  the 
practices  of  their  Puritan  brethren.  An  old  writer  tells  us  that  “these 
two  brothers  gathered  a  company  together  in  a  place  distinct  from  the 
public  assembly,  and  there,  sundry  times,  the  book  of  Common  Prayer 
was  read  unto  such  as  resorted  thither.”  Mr.  Endicott,  “taking  notice 
of  the  disturbance  that  began  to  grow  amongst  the  people  by  this 
means,”  convened  the  two  brothers  before  him.  Thereupon  the  Brownes 
accused  the  ministers  of  departing  from  the  orders  of  the  Church  of 

25 Memorial  History  of  Boston,  I.,  p.  114. 
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England :  “that  they  were  Separatists,  and  would  be  Anabaptists,  etc., 
but  for  themselves,  they  would  hold  to  the  Orders  of  the  Church  of 
England.”  The  local  ministers  denied  that  they  were  either  Separatists 
or  Anabaptists;  and  declared  that  “they  did  not  separate  from  the 
Church  of  England,  nor  from  the  Ordinances  of  God  there,  but  only 
from  the  Corruptions  and  Disorders  there;  and  that  they  came  away 
from  the  Common  Prayer  and  Ceremonies,  and  had  suffered  much  for 
their  non-Conformity  in  their  Native  Land;  and  therefore,  being  in  a 
place  where  they  might  have  their  liberty,  they  neither  could  nor  would 
use  them,  because  they  judged  the  imposition  of  these  things  to  be 
sinful  Corruptions  in  the  Worship  of  God.”  We  are  told  that  Endicott 
and  the  Council,  and  the  generality  of  the  people,  “did  well  approve 
of  the  Ministers’  Answer;  and  therefore,  finding  these  two  brothers 
to  be  of  high  spirits  and  their  speeches  and  practices  tending  to  mutiny 
and  faction,  the  govemour  told  them  that  New  England  was  no  place 
for  such  as  they;  and,  therefore,  he  sent  them  both  back  to  England, 
at  the  return  of  the  ships  the  same  year;  and  though  they  breathed  out 
threatenings,  both  against  the  governour  and  ministers  there,  yet  the 
Lord  so  disposed  of  all,  that  there  was  no  further  inconvenience  followed 
upon  it.”26 

Another  Puritan  settler  who  showed  no  inclination  to  embrace  the 
new  order  was  the  Reverend  Francis  Bright,  who  arrived  with  Skelton 
and  Higginson  in  1629.  He  moved  to  Meshawum  before  his  two  com¬ 
panions  were  ordained;  and  there  he  tried  to  gather  a  congregation. 
It  was  said  that  “he  was  a  godly  minister;”  but  it  does  not  appear  that 
he  ever  abandoned  the  ministry  of  the  Church  of  England.27  The 
Reverend  Ralph  Smith  did  not  seem  to  conform  in  all  respects  to  the 
Salem  standard ;  and  he  was  an  object  of  suspicion.  Later  he  ministered 
to  the  Plymouth  congregation,  and  conformed  to  the  principles  of  the 
Separatists.28  Thus  the  Puritan  colony  became  rigidly  Independent  and 
exclusive. 

The  patentees  in  England  were  surprised  and  offended  that  the 
colonists  should  so  suddenly  and  widely  have  departed  from  the  Estab¬ 
lished  Church.  They  were  apprehensive  of  royal  displeasure  and  of 
consequent  harm  to  the  secular  interests  which  they  were  seeking  to  pro¬ 
mote.29  Letters  from  England  expressed  alarm  at  “some  innovacions 
attempted  by  yow;”  and  it  was  suggested  that  “it  is  possible  some 
vndigested  councills  have  too  sodainely  bin  put  in  execucion  wch  may 

26M orton:  New  England  Memorial,  p.  147;  Perry:  American  Episcopal 
Church,  I.,  p.  96. 

27 Batchelder:  Eastern  Diocese,  I.,  pp.  328-330. 

2*Ibid.,  p.  329. 

29 Dexter:  Congregationalism  as  seen  in  its  literature,  p.  419. 
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have  ill  construccion  wth  the  state  heere,  and  make  vs  obnoxious  to 
any  adversary.”30 

It  is  really  difficult  to  explain  the  sudden  change  which  affected  the 
Puritans.  After  their  avowals  of  loyalty  to  the  English  Church,  they 
not  only  repudiated  this  allegiance  but  proceeded  to  a  most  bigoted  and 
exclusive  attitude  towards  those  who  tried  to  cling  to  the  simplest 
Anglican  usages.  Probably  the  explanation  lies  in  their  desire  for  the 
security  afforded  by  an  alliance  with  the  white  settlers  already  there, 
as  well  as  a  recognition  of  the  importance  of  agreement  in  fundamental 
matters  in  their  precarious  enterprise.  They  lived  in  a  time  of  great 
religious  partisanship;  in  fact,  they  were  zealots  themselves.  Yet  we 
are  reminded  that  the  Puritans  were  Anglicans,  that  quite  a  few  of 
their  number  were  University  men,  and  that  several  of  them  were  or¬ 
dained  clergymen  and  had  even  held  parishes. 

Doctor  Cotton  Mather  in  his  Magnolia  (1702)  tried  to  reconcile 
the  farewell  aboard  the  “Arbella”  with  the  subsequent  conduct  of  Win- 
throp  and  his  company.  He  said: — 


“First,  they  were  able  to  distinguish  between  the  Church  of 
England,  as  it  contained  the  whole  body  of  the  faithful,  scattered 
throughout  the  kingdoms,  though  of  different  perswasions  about 
some  rites  and  modes  in  religion  .  .  .  and  the  Church  of 
England,  as  it  was  confined  unto  a  certain  constitution  by 
canons,  which  pronounced  Ipso  Facto,  excommunicate  all  those 
who  should  affirm  that  the  worship  contained  in  the  ‘Book  of 
Common-Prayer  and  administration  of  sacraments,’  is  unlawful, 
or  that  any  of  the  thirty-nine  articles  are  erroneous,  or  that  any 
of  the  ceremonies  commanded  by  the  authority  of  the  church 
might  not  be  approved,  used  and  subscribed;  and  which  will 
have  to  be  accursed,  all  those  who  maintain  that  there  are 
in  the  realm  any  other  meetings,  assemblies  or  congregations 
of  the  king’s  born  subjects,  than  such  as  by  the  laws  of  the 
land  are  allowed,  which  may  rightly  challenge  to  themselves, 
the  name  of  true  and  lawful  Churches;  and  by  which  all  those 
that  refuse  to  kneel  at  the  reception  of  the  sacrament  and  to 
be  present  at  publick  prayers,  according  to  the  orders  of  the 
church,  about  which  there  are  prescribed  many  formalities  of 
responses,  with  bowing  at  the  name  of  Jesus,  are  to  be  denied 
the  communion ;  and  all  who  dare  not  submit  their  children  to 
be  baptized  by  the  undertaking  of  god-fathers ;  and  receive  the 
cross  as  a  dedicating  badge  of  Christianity,  must  not  have 
baptism  for  their  children :  besides  an  et-coetera  of  how  many 
more  impositions !  Again,  they  were  able  to  distinguish  be¬ 
tween  the  Church  of  England,  as  it  kept  the  true  doctrine 
of  the  Protestant  religion  .  .  .  and  the  Church  of  England, 
as  limiting  that  name  unto  a  certain  faction,  who,  together 

30 Massachusetts  Colonial  Records,  I.,  pp.  407-408. 
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with  a  discipline  very  much  unscriptnral,  vigorously  prosecuted 
the  tripartite  plot  of  Arminianism  and  conciliation  with  Rome, 
in  the  church,  and  unbounded  prerogative  in  the  state;  who 
set  themselves  to  cripple  as  fast  as  they  could  the  more  learned, 
godly,  painful  ministers  of  the  land,  and  silence  and  ruin  such 
as  could  not  read  a  book  for  Sports  on  the  Lord’s  days;  or 
did  but  use  a  prayer  of  their  own  conceiving,  before  or  after 
sermon;  or  did  but  preach  in  an  afternoon ,  as  well  as  in  a 
morning,  or  on  a  lecture,  or  on  a  market,  or  in  aniwise 
did  countenance  old  superstitions,  or  new  extravagancies;  and 
who  at  last  threw  the  nation  into  the  lamentable  confusion  of 
a  civil  war.”31 


IV.  PURITAN  INTOLERANCE 

In  the  Greek  tragedies,  the  spirit  of  retribution  always  works  to 
excess;  and  such  was  the  case  with  the  New  England  Puritans.  They 
doubtless  suffered  much  at  the  hands  of  the  Anglican  prelates;  but 
they  exerted  an  equal  energy  in  forcing  others  into  conformity  with 
their  practices  and  principles.  The  victims  of  intolerance,  they  became 
intolerant  in  turn.  In  May,  1631,  a  law  was  passed  restricting  the 
franchise  to  church-members;  no  one  should  be  elected  a  freeman  un¬ 
less  he  was  a  member  of  one  of  the  churches  within  the  limits  of  the 
colony.  This  was  done  in  order  to  keep  the  government  in  the  hands 
of  the  colonists ;  or,  as  the  act  says,  “to  the  end  the  body  of  the  com¬ 
mons  may  be  preserved  of  honest  &  good  men,  it  .  was  likewise  ordered 
and  agreed  that  for  time  to  come  noe  man  shall  be  admitted  to  the 
freedom  of  this  body  pollitick,  but  such  as  are  members  of  some  of 
the  Churches  within  the  lymitts  of  the  same.”  Thus  the  cords  of  re¬ 
straint  were  being  tightened  around  the  few  old  settlers,  who  were 
still  adherents  of  the  English  Church.  It  is  true  that  the  colony  was 
only  a  small  private  trading  corporation,  settled  upon  land  which  had 
been  received  by  grant,  and  that  there  was  room  outside  for  other  peo¬ 
ple;  nevertheless,  the  settlements  which  came  under  the  influence  of 
the  law  represented  the  center  of  civilization  and  protection  in  that 
domain,  and  individuals  would  have  found  it  exceedingly  difficult  to  sub¬ 
sist  in  isolation.  Soon  marriage  was  made  a  civil  institution ;  the  magis¬ 
trate  was  authorised  to  perform  the  ceremony  and  offer  the  prayers. 
Winslow  explained  that  this  course  was  necessary,  because  of  the  lack 
of  a  minister;  but  this  does  not  account  for  the  fact  that  it  was  later 
made  illegal  to  make  marriage  sacramental. 

On  the  4th  of  September,  1633,  according  to  Winthrop’s  journal, 
the  Reverend  John  Cotton  arrived  aboard  the  “Griffin”.  He  was  born 
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in  Derby  in  1584,  and  had  been  a  brilliant  scholar  at  Cambridge.  After¬ 
wards  he  was  rector  of  St.  Botolph’s  Church,  Boston,  in  Lincolnshire — 
a  conspicuous  post.  His  non-conformity  was  marked,  and  caused  the 
loss  of  his  living.  Landing  in  Massachusetts,  he  became  teacher  of  the 
First  Church  of  Boston.  In  his  “Questions  and  Answers  upon  Church 
Government”  (dated  “25.  11m.  1634,”  but  probably  not  printed  till 
years  afterwards),  he  endeavoured  to  give  a  definite  shape  to  the 
church-life  of  New  England.  He  suggested  the  order  of  worship,  which 
should  consist  of  (1)  prayer,  (2)  a  psalm,  (3)  “to  reade  the  Worde 
and  with  all  Preaching  to  give  the  sense,  and  applying  the  use,  in  dis¬ 
pensing  whereof  the  Ministers  were  wont  to  stand  above  all  the  people 
in  a  Pulpit  of  wood,  and  the  Elders  on  both  sides,  while  the  People 
hearkened  to  them  with  Reverence  and  Attention;”  (4)  an  opportunity 
for  any  prophets  who  have  a  word  of  exhortation  to  give,  to  prophesy, 
if  time  permits,  and  (5)  for  any  person  young  or  old  (women  excepted) 
to  ask  questions  “at  the  mouth  of  the  Minister;”  (6)  the  seals  of 
Baptism  and  the  Lord’s  Supper;  (7)  the  singing  of  a  psalm;  (8)  a 
collection  for  the  support  of  the  ministry,  the  needs  of  the  poor  saints, 
and  the  furthering  of  the  outward  service  of  the  church;  and  (9)  the 
blessing  by  the  minister  or  any  of  the  prophets.  Other  books  followed, 
tending  to  stabilize  and  define  the  New  England  position.32 

During  the  year  1633,  one  of  the  older  Anglican  residents  won 
the  praise  of  Governor  Winthrop  by  his  benevolent  work.  There  was 
a  small-pox  epidemic,  especially  mortal  among  the  Indians ;  and  Samuel 
Maverick  buried  thirty  of  the  victims  in  one  day.  (This  was  the  same 
Maverick,  who  had  settled  on  Noddle’s  Island — now  East  Boston — 
and  had  written  in  behalf  of  Thomas  Morton).  Winthrop  said: — 

“It  wrought  much  with  them” — the  Indians — “that  when 
their  own  people  forsook  them,  yet  the  English  came  daily 
and  ministered  to  them ;  and  yet  few,  only  two  families,  took 
any  infection  by  it.  Among  others,  Mr.  Maverick  of  Wine- 
semett  is  worthy  of  a  perpetual  remembrance.  Himself,  his 
wife,  and  servants,  went  daily  to  them,  ministered  to  their 
necessities,  and  buried  their  dead,  and  took  home  many  of 
their  children.  So  did  other  of  the  neighbors.” 

From  1638  to  1641,  Thomas  Lechford,  of  “Clement’s  Inne,  in 
the  County  of  Middlesex,  Gent.,”  resided  in  Boston.  Earlier,  he  had 
suffered  imprisonment  and  a  kind  of  banishment  for  some  acts  con¬ 
strued  to  oppose  episcopacy  and  the  established  ecclesiastical  govern¬ 
ment  of  England.  Cotton  says  that  his  offense  wras  “witnessing  against 
the  Bishops  in  soliciting  the  cause  of  Mr.  Prynne.”  (William  Prynne, 
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a  barrister  of  Lincoln’s  Inn,  had  incurred  Archbishop  Laud’s  anger  by 
the  publication  of  his  Histriomatrix  in  1633).  Lechford  landed  in  Bos¬ 
ton  a  little  more  than  a  year  after  Prynne’s  trial  in  the  Star  Chamber. 
From  his  arrival,  he  was  regarded  with  distrust  by  those  in  authority; 
his  profession  was  objectionable,  no  advocate  being  allowed  in  matters 
requiring  legal  process,  and  his  ecclesiastical  views  being  opposed  to 
those  of  Massachusetts  Bay.  Lechford  tried  to  prove  the  divine  right 
of  episcopacy  in  a  manuscript  treatise,  which  he  submitted  to  Deputy 
Governor  Thomas  Dudley.  Dudley,  however,  was  much  prejudiced,  and 
pronounced  the  work  “erroneous  and  dangerous  if  not  hereticall he 
sent  it  to  Governor  Winthrop  with  the  suggestion  “that  instead  of  put- 
tinge  it  to  the  presse  as  hee  desireth,  it  may  rather  be  putt  into  the 
fire  as  I  desire.”  This  manuscript,  with  another  of  Lechford’s  the¬ 
ological  essays,  was  submitted  to  a  council  of  the  elders,  December 
4th,  1638;  but  the  author  would  not  be  convinced  of  his  error.  He 
remained  outside  the  New  England  church,  and  was  excluded  from 
fellowship  and  disqualified  for  the  privileges  of  a  freeman  or  an  office¬ 
holder.  He  said  that  he  was  “kept  from  all  places  of  preferment  in 
the  commonwealth  .  .  .  forced  to  get  his  living  by  writing  petty 
things,  which  scarce  found  him  bread.”  Regular  employment  as  a  clerk 
or  notary  was  denied  him,  though  he  was  permitted  to  practice  again 
on  apology  and  was  employed  in  writing  “the  court  booke”  for  Mr. 
Endicott  and  the  “breviat  of  laws,”  which  was  subsequently  adopted 
(with  some  amendments)  as  the  Body  of  Liberties.  His  book,  Plain 
Dealing,  was  an  attempt  to  prove  that  “all  was  out  of  joint,  both  in 
Church  and  commonwealth,”  in  Massachusetts.  Bishop  Perry  regarded 
it  as  a  conscientious  study.33 

In  July,  1640,  Lechford  wrote  to  some  friends  in  London: — 


“I  know  my  friends  desire  to  know  whether  I  am  yet  of 
any  better  mind  than  some  of  my  actions  about  the  time  of 
my  coming  away  did  show  me  to  bee.  I  doe  professe  that  I 
am  of  this  mind  and  judgment,  I  thank  God;  that  Christians 
cannot  live  happily  without  Bishops,  as  in  England ;  nor  Eng¬ 
lishmen  without  a  King.  Popular  elections  indanger  people 
with  war  and  a  multitude  of  other  inconveniences.  The  people 
here,  in  short  time,  if  the  course  were  held  long,  (which  God 
forbid!)  are  like  to  be  most  unchristian,  and  the  rest  erroneous 
and  ignorant  enough ;  I  have  not  received  the  Sacrament  these 
two  yeares,  nor  am  yet  like  to  doe,  for  I  cannot  agree  to 
such  proceedings ;  I  am  not  of  them,  in  church  or  common 
weal :  Some  bid  me  be  gone,  of  which  I  am  in  some  sort 
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glad :  others  labor  with  me  to  stay,  fearing  my  returne  will  do 
their  cause  wrong;  and  loth  am  I  to  heare  of  a  stay,  but  am 
plucking  up  stakes  with  as  much  speed  as  I  may,  if  so  be  I 
may  be  so  happy  as  to  arrive  in  Ireland,  there  at  leaste  to 
follow  my  old  profession.  .  .  .  When  they  press  me  to  stay  I 
hold  them  to  such  points  as  these :  1 .  Let  them  be  pleased  to 
show  me  by  the  Scriptures  that  a  people  may  make  a  church 
without  the  presence  and  approbation  of  an  Apostle  or  Evan¬ 
gelist  sent  unto  them  from  a  church :  2dly,  That  a  people 
have  power  to  choose  and  ordain  their  own  officers :  3dly,  That 
any  ministers  have  power  of  imposition  of  hands,  without  apos- 
tolicall  or  evangelicall  Bishops ;  and  if  they  can,  then  I  will  stay. 
...  I  tell  them  the  Scots  have  done  they  know  not  what, 
in  putting  out  of  Bishops :  I  say  further  to  them  that  others 
may  if  they  will  strain  at  gnats,  the  cap,  tippet,  surplice,  cross, 
kneeling  at  the  Sacrament,  &c.,  whereof  none  can  be  singly 
evil :  but  I  for  my  part  will  pray  that  I  may  never  swallow 
such  camels  as  departs  from  Christ  and  his  Apostles  and  Evan¬ 
gelists,  but  dissent  (from)  receiving  imposition  of  hands  from 
one  another,  downe  from  the  days  of  the  Apostles  hitherto.”34 

On  the  28th  of  July,  1640,  Lechford  wrote: — 

“I  thank  God,  now  I  understand  by  experience,  that  there 
is  no  such  government  for  English  men  or  any  nation  as  a 
Monarchy ;  nor  for  Christians,  as  by  a  lawfull  Ministerie,  under 
godly  Diocesan  Bishops,  deducting  their  station  and  calling 
from  Christ  and  his  Apostles,  in  descent  or  succession ;  a 
thing  of  greater  consequence  than  ceremonies  (would  to  God  I 
had  known  it  sooner)  which  wile  I  have  in  my  place  stood 
for  here  these  two  years,  and  not  agreeing  to  this  new  dis¬ 
cipline,  impossible  to  be  executed,  or  long  continued,  what  I 
have  suffered,  many  here  can  tell;  I  am  kept  from  the  Sacra¬ 
ment,  and  all  places  of  preferment  in  the  Commonwealth,  and 
forced  to  get  my  living  by  writing  petty  things,  which  scarce 
finds  me  bread.  ...  If  the  people  may  make  ministers,  or  any 
ministers  make  others  without  an  apostolicall  Bishop,  what  con¬ 
fusion  will  there  be  ?  If  the  whole  Church,  or  every  congrega¬ 
tion,  as  our  good  men  think,  have  the  power  of  the  keyes, 
how  many  Bishops  then  shall  we  have?  If  every  Parish  or 
congregation  be  so  free  and  independent,  as  they  terme  it, 
what  unity  can  we  expect.  .  .  .  And  whereas  I  was  some¬ 
times  misled  by  those  of  opinion  that  Bishops  and  Presbyters, 

&  all  Ministers  are  of  the  same  authority:  when  I  came  to 
consider  the  necessary  propagation  of  the  truth,  and  govern¬ 
ment  of  the  Church  by  experimentall  footsteps  here  I  quickly 
saw  my  error.”35 

Lechford’s  life  became  miserable;  and  he  returned  to  England, 
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sailing  from  Boston,  August  3rd,  1641.  On  November  16th,  he  was 
again  an  inmate  of  Clement’s  Inn ;  he  returned  “humbly”  to  the 
Church  of  England,  “for  whose  peace,  purity,  and  prosperity”  he  prayed 
daily.36 

On  May  1st,  1646,  there  was  submitted  to  the  General  Court  of 
Massachusetts,  a  “Remonstrance  and  humble  petition,”  signed  by  Robert 
Child  (a  young  man,  well  trained  and  connected,  and  the  reputed  holder 
of  a  degree  in  medicine  from  the  University  of  Padua),  Thomas  Fowle, 
Samuel  Maverick,  Thomas  Burton,  John  Smith,  David  Yale,  and 
John  Dand.  It  was  complained  that  the  petitioners  could  not  discern 
in  that  colony  “a  settled  form  of  government  according  to  the  laws  of 
England;”  that  many  thousands  were  debarred  from  all  civil  employ¬ 
ments  ;  that  numerous  members  of  the  Church  of  England  were  “de¬ 
tained  from  the  seals  of  the  covenant  of  free  grace,  because,  as  it  was 
supposed,  they  will  not  take  these  churches’  covenants.”  It  was  prayed 
that  all  members  of  the  Church  of  England  or  Scotland,  not  scandalous, 
might  be  admitted  to  the  privileges  of  the  churches  of  New  England; 
“or  if  these  civil  and  religious  liberties  were  refused,  that  they  might 
be  freed  from  the  heavy  taxes  imposed  upon  them,  and  from  the  im¬ 
presses  made  of  them  or  their  children  or  servants  into  the  war.”  The 
signers  threatened  to  appeal  to  Parliament.  This  remonstrance  caused 
much  alarm  in  the  General  Court;  it  resulted  in  a  synod  for  estab¬ 
lishing  a  form  of  government  and  discipline  by  joint  agreement  of 
the  churches,  and  bound  the  incoherent  congregations  together  that 
there  might  be  unity  of  action.  The  petition  itself  was  refused,  and 
those  who  presented  it  were  fined  for  seditious  language.  The  court 
said  of  them : —  “These  are  the  champions  who  must  represent  the 
body  of  non-freeman.  If  this  be  their  head,  sure  they  have  an  un¬ 
savoury  head,  not  to  be  seasoned  with  much  salt.”37  To  prevent  Thomas 
Fowle  and  John  Smith  from  going  to  England  to  pursue  their  com¬ 
plaint,  the  Court  stopped  them  with  summons  to  appear  and  “answer 
to  the  matter  of  their  petition.”  They  replied  by  an  appeal  “to  the 
Gentlemen  Commissioners  for  Plantations.”  The  Court  committed  them 
then  to  the  custody  of  the  marshall,  until  they  gave  security  to  be  re¬ 
sponsible  to  the  judgment  of  the  Court;  and  they  were  released.  All 
seven  of  the  signers  of  the  “Remonstrance”  were  next  arraigned  as 
authors  of  “divers  false  and  scandalous  passages  in  a  certain  paper — 
against  the  churches  of  Christ  and  the  civil  government  here  estab¬ 
lished.”  They  refused  to  answer;  and  appealed  from  the  government, 
disclaiming  its  jurisdiction.  The  Court  found  them  “deeply  blamable;” 
and  fined  them,  unless  they  made  “an  ingenuous  and  public  acknowl- 
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edgement  of  their  misdemeanors.”  This  they  refused  to  do.  Child 
was  fined  fifty  pounds ;  Smith,  forty  pounds ;  Maverick,  ten  pounds ; 
and  the  others,  thirty  pounds  apiece. 

Apprehending  further  trouble,  the  Court  sent  Edward  Winslow 
of  Plymouth  to  England  as  the  agent  of  the  colony.  Before  Winslow’s 
departure,  the  elders  drew  up  a  formal  declaration,  saying : — 

“We  conceive  that,  in  point  of  government,  we  have, 
granted  by  patent,  such  full  and  ample  power  of  choosing  all 
officers  that  shall  command  and  rule  over  us,  of  making  all 
laws  and  rules  of  our  obedience,  and  of  a  full  and  final  de¬ 
termination  of  all  cases  in  the  administration  of  justice,  that  no 
appeals  or  other  ways  of  interrupting  our  proceedings  do  lie 
against  us.”38 

Being  informed  that  Mr.  Child  and  Mr.  David  were  preparing 
to  go  to  England  with  a  petition  from  a  number  of  the  non-freemen  to 
Parliament,  the  magistrates  seized  their  papers.  They  found  com¬ 
plaints  of  civil  and  ecclesiastical  maladministration  in  the  colony,  as 
well  as  of  personal  injuries.  Among  other  things,  the  petition  prayed 
“for  settled  Churches  according  to  the  Reformation  of  England,”  for 
the  establishment  in  the  colony  of  the  laws  of  the  realm,  for  the  ap¬ 
pointment  of  a  governor  general  or  some  commissioner  to  reform  the 
existing  state  of  things.  There  were  twenty-five  signers  of  these  papers. 
The  Court  imposed  fines  on  those  who  remained  in  the  colony.  Child 
and  David  were  fined  two  hundred  pounds  apiece ;  Smith  and  Burton, 
one  hundred  pounds ;  and  Maverick,  one  hundred  and  fifty.39  After 
these  proceedings  were  closed,  Child  followed  Winslow  to  England. 

Winslow  was  not  well  received  in  England  by  the  Commissioners 
for  Plantations.  A  brother  of  Doctor  Child  attacked  him  in  a  pamphlet, 
“New  England’s  Jonas  cast  up  at  London.”  Winslow  tried  to  put 
Parliament  on  its  guard  against  the  treasonable  designs  of  the  Massa¬ 
chusetts  plantations.  Child’s  efforts  were  unsuccessful,  as  the  times 
were  unfavourable  and  the  Puritans  were  in  the  ascendancy.  William 
Vassall,  who  carried  over  the  petition  of  the  complainants,  withdrew 
to  Barbadoes ;  it  is  not  certain  that  he  ever  returned  to  England. 

The  complaint  had  served,  as  we  have  noted,  to  put  the  Inde¬ 
pendent  churches  on  the  defensive,  so  that  they  convened  a  synod  for 
completing  their  organization.  In  1648,  the  work  of  the  synod  was 
embodied  in  the  famous  Cambridge  Platform,  which  adopted  the  West¬ 
minster  Confession  as  its  creed,  carefully  defined  the  powers  of  the 
clergy,  and  declared  it  to  be  the  duty  of  magistrates  to  suppress  heresy. 
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In  1649,  the  General  Court  laid  this  platform  before  the  congregations ; 
in  1651,  it  was  adopted.  This  event  may  be  regarded  as  completing 
the  theocratic  organization  of  the  Puritan  commonwealth  in  Massa¬ 
chusetts.40 

The  King  was  then  a  prisoner — that  is,  at  the  time  of  the  drafting 
of  the  Cambridge  Platform.  Archbishop  Laud  had  been  beheaded;  the 
prelates'  power  was  destroyed.  When  William  Bradford  wrote  his 
History  of  the  Plymouth  Plantations,  he  expressed  his  pleasure  at 
the  downfall  of  the  bishops.  In  his  preface,  he  said: — 

“It  is  ye  Lords  doing,  and  ought  to  be  marvelous  in 
our  eyes!  .  .  .  The  tiranous  bishops  are  ejected,  their  courts 
dissolved,  their  cannons  forceless,  their  servise  casheired,  their 
ceremonies  uselesse  and  despised ;  their  plots  for  popery  pre¬ 
vented,  and  all  their  superstitions  discarded  &  returned  to 
Roome  from  whence  they  came,  and  ye  monuments  of  idolatrie 
rooted  out  of  ye  land.  And  the  proud  and  profane  suporters, 
and  cruell  defenders  of  these  (as  bloody  papists  &  wicked 
athists,  and  their  malignant  consorts)  marvelously  over 
throwne.  And  are  not  these  greate  things?  Who  can  deney 
it?” 

The  Cambridge  Platform  had  stated  that  “if  any  church  one  or 
more  shall  grow  schimaticall,  rending  it  self  from  the  communion  of 
other  churches,  or  shall  walke  incorrigibly  or  obstinate  in  any  corrupt 
way  of  their  own,  contrary  to  the  rule  of  the  word;  in  such  case, 
the  magistrate  is  to  put  forth  his  coercive  power,  as  the  matter  shall 
require.”  This  was  designed  to  anticipate  any  dissent  from  the  estab¬ 
lished  order.  In  1659,  the  General  Court  of  Massachusetts  Bay  for¬ 
bade  the  observance  of  Christmas. 

“For  pventing  disorders  arising  in  seuerall  places  wthin 
this  jurisdiccon,  by  reason  of  some  still  observing  such 
ffestiualls  as  were  superstititously  kept  in  other  countrys,  to  the 
great  dishonour  of  God  &  offence  of  others,  it  is  therefore 
ordered  by  this  Court  and  the  authority  thereof,  that  whosoeuer 
shall  be  found  observing  any  such  day  as  Christmas  or  the 
like,  either  by  forbearing  of  labor,  or  feasting,  or  any  other 
way,  vpon  any  such  accounts  as  aforesajd,  every  such  person  so 
offending  shall  pay  for  euery  such  offence  hue  shillings,  as  a 
fine  to  the  county.”41 

This  law  was  not  repealed  till  1681,  although  the  King  objected  to  it 
in  1665,  as  “contrary  to  the  laws  of  England,”  and  proposed  its  re¬ 
peal. 
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The  middle  of  the  century  witnessed  the  spirit  of  intolerance  un¬ 
checked.  John  Winthrop  died  in  1649;  and  John  Cotton  in  1652. 
As  John  Fiske  said,  “both  were  men  of  extraordinary  power.  Of 
Winthrop  it  is  enough  to  say  that  under  his  skilful  guidance  Massa¬ 
chusetts  had  been  able  to  pursue  the  daring  policy  which  characterized 
the  first  twenty  years  of  her  history,  and  which  in  weaker  hands 
would  almost  surely  have  ended  in  disaster.  Of  Cotton  it  may  be  said 
that  he  was  in  some  respects  the  most  eminent  among  a  group  of 
clergymen  who  for  learning  and  dialectical  skill  have  seldom  been  sur¬ 
passed.  Neither  Winthrop  nor  Cotton  approved  of  toleration  upon  prin¬ 
ciple.  Cotton,  in  his  elaborate  controversy  with  Roger  Williams,  frankly 
asserted  that  persecution  is  not  wrong  in  itself;  it  is  wicked  for  false¬ 
hood  to  persecute  truth,  but  it  is  the  sacred  duty  of  truth  to  persecute 
falsehood.  This  was  the  theologian’s  view.  Winthrop’s  was  that  of 
a  man  of  affairs.  They  had  come  to  New  England,  he  said,  in  order 
to  make  a  society  after  their  own  model;  all  who  agreed  with  them 
might  come  and  join  that  society;  those  who  disagreed  with  them 
might  go  elsewhere;  there  was  room  enough  on  the  American  con¬ 
tinent.  But  while  neither  Winthrop  nor  Cotton  understood  the  prin¬ 
ciple  of  religious  liberty,  at  the  same  time  neither  of  them  had  the  tem¬ 
perament  which  persecutes.  Both  were  men  of  genial  disposition,  sound 
common-sense,  and  exquisite  tact.”  But,  Fiske  adds,  “it  was  most 
unfortunate  that  at  this  moment  the  places  of  these  two  men  should 
have  been  taken  by  two  as  arrant  fanatics  as  ever  drew  breath.  For 
thirteen  out  of  the  fifteen  years  following  Winthrop’s  death,  the  gover¬ 
nor  of  Massachusetts  was  John  Endicott,  a  sturdy  pioneer,  whose  services 
to  the  colony  had  been  great.  He  was  honest  and  conscientious,  but 
passionate,  domineering,  and  very  deficient  in  tact.  At  the  same  time 
Cotton’s  successor  in  position  and  influence  was  John  Norton,  a  man  of 
pungent  wit,  unyielding  temper,  and  melancholy  mood.  He  was  pos¬ 
sessed  by  a  morbid  fear  of  Satan,  whose  hirelings  he  thought  were 
walking  up  and  down  over  the  earth  in  the  visible  semblance  of  heretics 
and  schismatics.  Under  such  leaders  the  bigotry  latent  in  the  Puritan 
commonwealth  might  easily  break  out  in  acts  of  deadly  persecution.”42 

V.  GROWING  OPPOSITION  TO  PURITAN  INTOLERANCE 

After  the  accession  of  King  Charles  the  Second,  there  were  measures 
taken  in  favour  of  the  English  Church;  and  grievances  were  presented 
at  court.  John  Leverett,  agent  of  the  General  Court  of  Massachusetts 
in  London,  learned  that  the  Quakers  and  others  had  been  making  known 
their  grievances,  and  that  a  petition  had  been  presented  for  the  sub- 
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jection  of  New  England  to  a  general  governor.  His  communication 
would  imply  that  the  Church  of  England  members  were  complaining. 
He  notified  the  Massachusetts  people  (1660)  that  “Episcopacy,  common 
prayer,  bowing  at  the  name  of  Jesus,  sign  of  the  cross  in  baptism, 
the  altar,  and  organs  are  in  use  and  like  to  be  more.  The  Lord  keep 
and  preserve  his  churches,  that  they  may  not  be  fainting  in  the  day  of 
trial.”43  On  receipt  of  the  letter  from  Mr.  Leverett,  the  General  Court 
ordered,  December  19th,  1660,  that  addresses  be  made  to  the  King 
and  to  the  High  Court  of  Parliament. 

On  the  11th  of  February,  1661,  there  was  presented  to  the  King 
the  petition  of  the  General  Court  sitting  at  Boston,  praying  for  his 
Majesty’s  “Gracious  Protection  of  us,  in  the  continuance  both  of  our 
Civil  Priviledges,  according  to  (and  of  our  Religious  Liberties,  the 
Grauntees  known  end  of  suing  for)  the  Pattent  conferred  upon  this 
Plantation  by  your  Royal  Father.” 

“Our  Liberty  to  walk  in  the  Faith  of  the  Gospel,  with  all 
good  conscience,  according  to  the  order  of  the  Gospel  (unto 
which  the  former  in  these  ends  of  the  earth  is  but  subservient) 
was  the  cause  of  our  transporting  our  selves,  with  our  wives, 
little  ones,  and  our  substances  from  that  pleasant  Land,  over  the 
Atlantic  Ocean,  into  this  vast  and  waste  Wilderness:  chusing 
rather  the  pure  Scripture  worship  with  a  good  conscience, 
in  this  poor  remote  Wilderness,  amongst  the  Heathens,  than 
the  pleasures  of  England,  with  subjection  to  the  Imposition 
of  the  then  so  disposed,  and  so  far  prevailing  Hierarchy, 
which  we  could  not  do  without  an  evil  conscience.” 

The  petitioners  asked  that  the  King  let  nothing  make  an  impression 
upon  his  royal  heart  against  them,  until  they  had  opportunity  and 
license  to  answer  for  themselves.44 

The  address  of  the  General  Court  to  Parliament  was  more  con¬ 
cise  than  that  to  the  King.  In  it  the  petitioners  said  that  they  had 
transplanted  themselves,  and  for  thirty  years  enjoyed  the  rights  under 
their  patents.  Their  late  claiming  and  exercising  of  jurisdiction  over 
some  plantations  to  the  eastward  of  them,  supposed  to  be  without  the 
limits  of  their  patent,  had  occurred  upon  petition  of  the  inhabitants 
there,  and  not  from  any  desire  to  extend  a  dominion  or  prejudice  any 
man’s  rights.45 

The  answer  of  the  King  was  dated  June  28th,  1662,  and  was 
conveyed  by  Simon  Bradstreet,  a  magistrate,  and  John  Norton.  His 
majesty  declared  his  expectation  that  henceforth  the  oath  of  allegiance 
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be  taken  by  the  colonist?, ;  that  the  administration  of  justice  be  in  his 
name;  that  all  laws  and  ordinances  contrary  or  derogatory  to  his  au¬ 
thority  and  government  be  annulled  and  repealed.  He  further  said : — 

“And  since  the  principle  and  foundation  of  that  Charter 
was  and  is  the  freedom  of  liberty  of  conscience,  Wee  do  hereby 
charge  and  require  you,  that  that  freedom  and  liberty  be  duely 
admitted  and  allowed,  so  that  they  that  desire  to  use  the  Booke 
of  Common  Prayer  and  perform  their  devotion  in  that  manner 
that  is  established  here  be  not  denyed  the  Exercise  thereof, 
or  undergoe  any  prejudice  or  disadvantage  thereby,  they  using 
their  liberty  peaceably  without  any  disturbance  to  others ;  and 
that  all  persons  be  admitted  to  the  Sacrament  of  the  Lord’s 
Supper  according  to  the  said  Book  of  Common  Prayer,  and 
their  Children  to  Baptism.” 

It  was  also  stipulated  “that  in  the  choice  of  governor  and  as¬ 
sistants  the  only  consideration  to  be  had  should  be  of  the  wisdom, 
virtue  and  integrity  of  the  persons  to  be  chosen,  and  not  of  any  faction 
with  reference  to  opinions  and  outward  profession ;  that  all  freeholders 
of  competent  estates,  not  vicious  in  conversation,  and  orthodox  in  re¬ 
ligion,  though  of  different  persuasions  concerning  church  government, 
should  have  their  votes  in  the  election  of  all  officers,  both  civil  and 
military.”46 

On  receipt  of  this  letter,  the  General  Court  was  perplexed  and  un¬ 
decided  what  course  to  take.  It  was  directed  that  the  royal  letter  be 
published,  and  that  all  action  in  reference  to  the  same  be  suspended 
until  the  next  General  Court,  so  that  all  persons  concerned  might  have 
“time  and  opportunity  to  consider  of  what  way  necessary  to  be  done 
.  .  .  .”  On  the  8th  of  October,  the  Court  appointed  a  day  of  thanks¬ 
giving  for  the  safe  return  of  the  delegates.  A  month  later,  there  was 
kept  a  day  of  fasting  and  humiliation  “on  account  of  the  affliction 
and  low  estate  of  the  cause  and  people  of  God  universally,  with  the 
prevailing  power  of  Anti  Christ  over  the  reformed  churches  beyond 
the  seas,  together  with  some  public  rebukes  of  God  among  ourselves.”47 
The  instructions,  so  far  as  they  applied  to  religion,  were  disregarded. 

About  this  time,  Samuel  Maverick  wrote  to  the  Earl  of  Claren¬ 
don,  regarding  the  tyranny  and  arbitrary  dealings  which  characterised 
the  Massachusetts  people. 

“As  for  liberty  of  Conscience  the  prtence  of  theire  going 
over,  they  never  yett  allowed  any  to  those  never  so  littele  dif- 
feringe  in  Judgment  from  them.  There  are  many  thousands 
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have  not  received  the  Sacrarffi  since  they  went  over,  and  many 
thousands  more  borne  there  in  the  like  Condition,  although 
they  are  of  Competent  Knowledge,  and  ready  to  give  account 
of  it  in  publique,  and  liue  not  scandalously.”48 

The  affairs  of  New  England  were  proving  very  unsatisfactory  to 
the  King  and  his  ministers.  The  royal  commands  were  not  properly 
regarded ;  and  there  were  complaints  from  “the  Greate  Men  &  Natives 
of  those  Countryes,  in  which  they  complaine  of  breach  of  faith  and 
of  acts  of  violence  and  injustice  which  they  have  been  forced  to  un- 
dergoe.”  So,  on  the  25th  of  April,  1664,  the  King  issued  a  commission 
to  Colonel  Richard  Nichols,  Sir  Robert  Carre,  George  Carteret,  and 
Samuel  Maverick,  empowering  them  “to  visit  the  several  colonies  of 
New  England;  to  examine  and  determine  all  complaints  and  appeals 
in  matters  civil,  military,  and  criminal;  to  provide  for  the  peace  and 
security  of  the  country,  according  to  their  good  and  sound  discretion, 
and  to  such  instructions  as  they  should  receive  from  the  King,  and  to 
certify  them  of  their  proceedings.”49 

On  the  23rd  of  July,  the  royal  commissioners  arrived.  It  is  said 
that  there  was  a  chaplain  in  the  group ;  but  it  is  not  known  how  much 
or  where  he  officiated.50  Needless  to  say,  the  commission  was  un¬ 
graciously  received.  The  General  Court  of  Massachusetts  had  passed 
a  law  prior  to  1662,  making  it  a  penal  offense  to  use  the  Book  of  Com¬ 
mon  Prayer;  and  to  this  law  the  royal  commission  objected,  saying: — 

“It  being  scandalous,  that  any  person  should  be  debarred 
the  exercise  of  his  religion  according  to  the  laws  and  customs 
of  England,  by  those  who  by  the  indulgence  granted  have 
liberty  left  to  be  what  profession  in  religion  they  please.” 

The  General  Court  refused  to  change  the  law.  On  being  pushed 
for  a  definite  reply  to  the  King’s  demand  about  the  Prayer  Book, 
the  Governor  and  Company  of  Massachusetts  made  the  following  an¬ 
swer  (May  16th,  1665)  : — 

“Our  humble  addresses  to  his  Majty  have  fully  declared 
our  mayne  ends  in  our  being  voluntary  exiles  from  our  dear 
native  country,  which  wee  had  not  chosen  at  so  deare  a  rate, 
could  wee  haue  seene  the  word  of  God,  warranting  us  to  per- 
forme  our  devotions  in  that  way,  &  to  have  the  same  set  vp 
here :  wee  conceive  it  is  apparent  that  it  will  disturbe  our  peace 
in  our  present  enjoyments.”51 
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In  answer  to  the  four  propositions  of  the  King’s  commissioners, 
the  Court  of  New  Plymouth  stated  (May  4th,  1665)  : — 

“It  having  been  our  constant  practice  to  admit  men  of 
competent  estates,  &  civil  conversations,  though  of  different 
judgments,  yet  being  otherwise  orthodox,  to  be  freemen,  and 
to  hauve  liberty  to  choose,  &  be  chosen  officers  both  civil  & 
military.  ...  We  cannot  but  acknowledge  it  to  be  a  high 
favour  from  God,  &  from  our  Souveraign,  yl  we  may  enjoy 
our  consciences,  in  point  of  God’s  worship,  the  mayn  end  of 
transplanting  our  selues  into  these  remote  corners  of  the  earth ; 

&  should  most  hearily  rejoice,  yl  all  our  neighbours  so  quali- 
fyed  as  in  that  proposition  would  enjoyn  them  selves  to  our 
societies,  according  to  the  order  of  the  gospell  for  enjoyment  of 
the  sacraments  to  themselues  &  theirs.  But  if  through  different 
perswasions  respecting  church  government,  it  cannot  be  ob¬ 
tained,  we  would  not  deny  a  liberty  to  any  according  to  the 
proposition  that  are  truly  conscientious  although  differing  from 
us,  especially  where  his  Majesty  commands  it,  they  main¬ 
taining  an  able  preaching  minister  for  the  carrying  on  of 
publick  Sabboth  worship,  wch  we  doubt  not  is  his  Majesties 
intent,  &  withdraw  not  from  paying  their  due  proportion  of 
maintenance  to  such  ministers  as  are  orderly  setled  in  the  place 
where  they  liue,  untill  they  have  one  of  their  own ;  &  y1  in 
such  places  as  are  capable  of  mayntaining  the  worship  of  God 
in  2  distinct  congregations.  Wee  being  greatly  encouraged  by 
his  Maties  gracious  expressions  in  his  letter  to  us,  &  your 
honors  further  assurance  of  his  Royall  purpose  to  continue  our 
liberties,  that  where  places,  by  reason  of  our  paucity,  &  poverty 
are  uncapable  of  two,  it  is  not  entended  that  such  congegations 
as  are  already  in  being  should  be  rooted  out,  but  their  liber¬ 
ties  preserved,  there  being  other  places  to  accommodate  men 
of  different  perswasions,  in  societies  by  themselves  wch  by 
our  known  experience  tends  most  to  the  preservation  of  peace 
&  charity.”52 

Colonel  George  Cartwright,  one  of  the  King’s  Commissioners, 
wrote  an  account  of  Massachusetts  on  his  return  from  America.  He 
said : — 


“They  will  not  admitt  any  who  is  not  a  member  of  their 
church  to  the  communion,  nor  their  children  to  baptisme,  yet 
they  will  marry  their  children  to  those  whom  they  will  not  ad¬ 
mit  to  baptisme,  if  they  be  rich.  .  .  .  Those  whom  they  will 
not  admitt  to  the  comunion  they  compell  to  come  to  their  ser¬ 
mons,  by  forcing  5s  from  them  for  every  neglect ;  yet  these 
men  thought  their  own  paying  of  12d  for  not  comming  to  prayers 
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in  England  was  an  insupportable  tyranny,  and  they  yet  con¬ 
stantly  pray  for  their  persecuted  bretheren  in  England.”53 

In  his  answer  to  the  Massachusetts  narrative  of  transactions  with 
the  royal  commissioners,  Cartwright  said : — 

“The  liberty  (they  mention)  .  .  .  will  be  best  expounded 
by  their  own  words  .  .  .  concerning  the  use  of  common 
prayer  book — And  to  have  the  same  set  up  here,  we  con- 
ceiue  it  is  apparent,  yl  it  will  disturb  our  peace  in  our  present 
enjoyments.  And  if  all  their  lawes  concerning  their  churches 
be  read,  it  will  easily  appear  the  common  prayer  book  was 
never  entended.  And  the  banishing  of  Mr  Williams,  Mr 
Wheelwright,  Mr  Gorton,  Mr.  John  Clark  &c.  and  indeed  all 
who  differed  so  farr  from  them,  as  would  not  come  to  their 
meeting  houses,  or  quietly  pay  5s  aday  for  missing  showes  y t 
they  never  entended  any  other  worship  should  be  set  up, 
but  their  own. 

“Touching  these  priviledges  &c  There  is  scarce  one  non¬ 
member  yl  hath  had  land  given  him,  &  scarce  a  member  that 
hath  not  had.  Divers  haue  complayned  to  the  Com :  of  this 
very  thing:  as  would  haue  appeared  by  the  papers  lost,  if 
here.” 

He  said  in  the  same  document  that  the  Massachusetts  people  claim 
that  “they  haue  as  much  power  to  set  up  what  church  discipline  they 
pleas,  &  to  oblige  all  people  to  obserue  it  within  their  jurisdiction 
as  the  King  hath  in  Endland.  And  when  yl  say,  it  is  no  barre,  &c.  they 
forget,  or  dissemble  their  own  Act;  he  yt  is  not  a  church  member 
must  pay  10s  at  a  single  rate  (wch  is  a  great  deal  there)  or  he  cannot 
be  a  freeman.”54 

King  Charles  was  much  displeased  by  the  way  in  which  the  com¬ 
missioners  had  been  received  and  treated  by  the  General  Court.  By 
letter,  he  commanded  that  agents  be  sent  over,  and  promised  to  hear 
their  arguments  in  person.  After  arriving  in  England,  the  agents  found 
such  a  strong  feeling  against  Massachusetts  that  they  realized  that  they 
could  effect  nothing.  So  they  returned  home. 

In  1676,  Edward  Randolph  arrived  in  New  England.  He  had  a 
letter  from  the  King  and  a  complaint  from  Mason  and  Gorges  that 
the  Massachusetts  colonists  had  illegally  extended  their  jurisdiction. 
The  legal  authorities  in  England,  before  whom  the  case  was  brought, 
decided  that  neither  Maine  nor  New  Hampshire  was  within  the  charter 
limits  of  Massachusetts.  Randolph  discovered,  on  his  first  visit  to 
Boston,  that  there  were  laws  forbidding  the  observance  of  Christmas 
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or  any  other  festival,  and  the  solemnization  of  marriage  except  by  a 
magistrate;  else  that  suffrage  was  confined  to  the  members  of  the  Con¬ 
gregational  churches.  Pressure  was  exerted  to  have  the  laws  modi¬ 
fied.  Most  of  the  people  of  New  England  had  never  witnessed  an 
Anglican  service.  They  associated  the  name  with  Stuart  tyranny,  and 
lost  sight  of  the  fact  that  others  had  a  right  to  religious  liberty.  They 
were  distressed  at  the  suggestion  of  an  English  Church  being  intro¬ 
duced. 

Randolph  made  his  report  to  the  Committee  for  Trade  and  Plan¬ 
tations  of  the  Privy  Council,  October  12th,  1676.  He  said  that  the 
Massachusetts  Bay  colony  was  most  flourishing  and  powerful,  and  gave 
laws  to  a  great  part  of  the  country  “by  a  pretended  Charter  from  his 
late  Majesty.”  The  legislative  power  w^as  seated  in  a  General  Court, 
from  which  there  was  no  appeal;  it  consisted  of  the  governor,  the 
deputy  governor,  and  ten  magistrates,  with  deputies  of  the  several 
towns  in  that  jurisdiction — all  elected  yearly.  This  court  was  the 
supreme  jurisdiction  of  the  colony;  it  alone  had  power  to  make  laws, 
raise  money,  lay  taxes,  dispose  of  lands,  give  and  confirm  proprieties, 
impeach  and  sentence  and  pardon,  and  receive  appeals  from  all  in¬ 
ferior  courts.  The  governor,  deputy  governor,  and  magistrates  were 
chosen  by  the  votes  of  the  freemen  of  the  colony.  “No  person  is  ad¬ 
mitted  to  be  a  freeman  of  the  Colony,  or  to  have  vote  in  any  election, 
but  Church  members  who  are  in  full  Communion  &  approved  of  by 
the  General  Court.”  As  a  mark  of  sovereignty,  they  coin  money 
and  stamp  it  “1652” — that  year  being  the  era  of  their  commonwealth, 
wherein  they  erected  themselves  into  a  free  state,  enlarged  their  do¬ 
minions,  subjected  the  adjacent  colonies  to  their  obedience,  and  sum¬ 
moned  deputies  to  sit  in  the  General  Court.  Of  their  independent 
rights,  they  were  very  jealous;  they  do  not  observe  the  laws  of  Eng¬ 
land  except  when  they  coincide  with  their  own  convenience. 

“They  see  no  evil  in  a  Church  member  and  therefore  it  is 
very  difficult  to  get  any  sentence  or  verdict  against  them  though 
in  the  smallest  matters.  No  Law  is  in  force  or  esteem  there, 
but  such  as  are  made  by  the  General  Court,  &  therefore  it  is 
accounted  a  Breach  of  their  priviledges,  &  a  betraying  of  the 
Liberties  of  their  Commonwealth  to  urge  the  observation  of  the 
Laws  of  England  or  his  Majesty’s  Commands.” 

Of  the  laws  most  derogatory  and  contradictory  to  those  of  England, 
Randolph  said : — 

“Ministers  are  ordained  by  the  people,  and  no  injunction 
to  be  put  upon  any  Church  Officer  or  member  in  point  of  Doc- 
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trine,  Worship,  or  Discipline,  whether  for  substance  or  cir¬ 
cumstance  besides  the  Institution  of  the  Lord. 

“Whosoever  shall  observe  Christmas  Day  or  the  like  fes¬ 
tivals  by  forbearing  Labour,  feasting  or  any  other  way,  shall 
pay  5  shillings,  &  whosoever  shall  not  resort  to  their  meet¬ 
ings  upon  the  Lord’s  Day,  &  such  days  of  fasting  &  thanks¬ 
giving,  as  shall  be  appointed  by  authority,  shall  pay  five  Shill¬ 
ings.  No  days  commanded  to  be  observed  by  the  Church  of 
England  are  regarded. 

“No  person  shall  be  impressed  or  compelled  to  serve  in 
any  wars,  but  such  as  shall  be  interprized  by  that  Common¬ 
wealth  by  the  Consent  of  a  General  Court  or  by  Authority 
derived  from  the  same. 

“No  person  shall  join  any  persons  in  Marriage,  but  a 
magistrate,  it  being  an  Honourable  Ordinance  and  therefore 
should  be  accordingly  solemnized. 

“All  strangers  professing  the  true  Christian  religion  who 
shall  fly  them  for  succor,  from  the  tyranny  or  oppression  of 
their  persecutors,  or  from  any  or  compulsory  cause,  they  shall  be 
entertained  &  protected  amongst  them  according  to  that  power 
&  prudence  God  shall  give  them  .  .  . 

Randolph  said  that  the  magistrates  and  all  other  officers  in  the 
civil  government  in  any  place  of  profit  or  advantage  are  members  of 
the  local  church  and  freemen.  “But  the  number  of  the  Church  mem¬ 
bers  &  freemen  compared  with  the  rest  of  the  Inhabitants  of  that 
Jurisdiction  (who  are  termed  the  dissenting  party),  is  very  Incon¬ 
siderable,  not  being  reckoned  above  one  sixth  part,  the  most  wealthy 
persons  of  all  professions  being  men  of  good  principles,  &  well  affected 
to  his  Majesty.  It  is  nothing  but  Interest  &  designe  that  draws  most 
of  that  people  into  their  Churchmanship  &  to  think  well  of  that  re¬ 
ligion  &  Government  they  thrive  under.” 

“The  Ecclesiastical  Government  is  in  the  hands  of  lay 
Elders;  these  being  the  Laws  &  Constitutions,  no  person  is 
permitted  to  gather  a  Church  without  the  approbation  of  the 
Magistrates  and  the  Elders  of  the  neighbour  Churches. 

“Every  Church  hath  liberty  of  Election  &  Ordination  of 
Officers  and  Ministers. 

“To  exercise  all  the  Ordinances  of  God  according  to  the 
Rule  of  the  Scripture. 

“To  Celebrate  days  of  fasting,  prayer  &  thanksgiving,  ac¬ 
cording  to  the  Word  of  God. 

“No  Injunction  to  be  put  upon  any  Church,  Church 
officer,  or  member  in  point  of  Doctrine,  Worship,  or  Dis¬ 
cipline,  whether  for  substance  or  circumstances  besides  the  In¬ 
stitution  of  the  Lord. 

“Hath  liberty  of  admission,  dismission  &  expulsion  of 
their  officers  and  members,  with  free  exercise  of  the  Dis- 
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cipline  and  censures  of  Christ  according  to  the  Rules  of  the 
Word. 

“The  Civil  authority  hath  power  to  see  the  peace,  ordi¬ 
nances,  and  rules  of  Christ  observed  in  every  Church,  &  to 
deal  with  any  Church  member  in  a  way  of  Civil  Justice,  not¬ 
withstanding  any  Church  relation,  office,  or  Interest. 

“No  Church  censure  shall  degrade  or  depose  any  man  from 
any  civil  Dignity,  office  or  authority  he  shall  have  in  the 
Commonwealth. 

“Whosoever  shall  interrupt  any  Minister  in  his  preaching, 
or  charging  him  with  any  error  that  he  hath  not  taught,  shall 
pay  five  pound. 

“The  Ministers  in  Boston  are  paid  by  a  Collection  weekly 
made  in  the  several  Congregations  by  the  Elders,  who  give 
the  Ministers  what  they  think  fitt,  but  in  other  Towns  they 
have  a  settled  maintenance  by  a  rate  laid  upon  every  Inhabi¬ 
tant,  &  Houses  are  provided  for  them.”55 


In  1679,  a  number  of  persons  of  Boston  petitioned  the  King  “that 
a  Church  might  be  allowed  them  for  the  exercise  of  religion  according 
to  the  Church  of  England.”56  There  is  no  evidence  that  anything 
was  done  in  response  to  this  plea,  at  the  time. 

The  King  wrote  the  Massachusetts  authorities,  however,  in  1679, 
that  “those  that  desire  to  serve  God  in  the  way  of  the  Church  of  Eng¬ 
land,  be  not  thereby  made  obnoxious  or  discountenanced  from  their 
sharing  in  the  government,  much  lesse  that  they  or  any  other  of  our 
good  subjects  (not  being  Papists)  who  do  not  agree  in  the  congre¬ 
gational  way,  be  by  law  subjected  to  fines  or  forfeitures,  or  other  in¬ 
capacities,  for  the  same:  which  is  a  severity  to  be  the  more  wondered 
at,  when  as  liberty  of  conscience  was  made  one  principall  motive  for 
your  first  transportation  into  those  parts,  nor  doe  wee  think  it  fitt  that 
any  other  distinction  be  observed  in  making  freemen,  than  they  be  men 
of  competent  estates,  rateable  at  ten  shillings,  according  to  the  rules 
of  the  place,  and  that  such,  in  their  tumes,  be  also  capable  of  the 
magistracy,  and  all  lawes  made  voyd  that  obstruct  the  same.”57 

Randolph  spent  fourteen  years  in  New  England ;  and  during  that 
time  his  influence  was  directed  against  the  dominant  party.  The  King 
had  appointed  him  collector  and  surveyor  of  customs  at  the  port  of 
Boston;  and  his  prestige  was  considerable.  On  the  29th  of  May,  1682, 
he  wrote  the  Bishop  of  London,  assuring  him  of  the  safety  of  any 
clergyman  he  might  send  over.  He  suggested  that  a  part  of  the  money 

55 Hutchinson :  Collections  of  original  papers  relating  to  the  history  of  the 
colony  of  Massachusetts  Bay,  pp.  447-503 ;  Hutchinson  Papers,  II.,  pp.  210-240. 

56 Humphreys :  Historical  Account  .  .  .  S.  P.  G.,  p.  312. 
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sent  over  “and  pretended  to  be  expended  among  the  Indians”  might 
go  towards  maintaining  the  ministers.58  Randolph  wrote  another  let¬ 
ter  to  the  bishop,  July  14th,  1682,  saying  that  “nothing  will  so  effec¬ 
tually  settle  this  government  on  a  firm  dependence  upon  the  crown 
as  bringing  a  quo  warranto  against  their  charter,  which  will  wholly 
disenable  many,  now  great  sticklers  and  promoters  of  the  faction  among 
us,  from  acting  further  in  a  public  station.”  He  begged  that  “a  sober 
discreet  gentleman”  be  sent  over  as  minister.  As  long  as  the  agents 
of  the  colony  were  in  England,  they  would  be  security  for  the  minis¬ 
ter’s  civil  treatment. 

“He  will  be  received  by  all  honest  men  with  hearty  Chris¬ 
tian  respect  and  kindness,  and  if  his  majesty’s  laws  (as  none 
but  fanatics  question)  be  of  force  with  us,  we  could  raise  a 
sufficient  maintenance  for  divers  ministers  out  of  the  estates 
of  those  whose  treasons  have  forfeited  them  to  his  majesty.”59 

There  must  have  been  a  suspicion  that  efforts  were  being  made  to 
secure  an  English  minister.  In  the  Bodleian  Library,  there  is  an  un¬ 
signed  letter  from  Boston  to  the  Archbishop  of  Canterbury,  dated  De¬ 
cember  11th,  1682,  reporting  that  in  Massachusetts,  the  people  “are 
wholly  averse  to  ye  Discipline  of  ye  Church  of  England,  tho’  it  hath  been 
otherwise  represented  by  Mr  Mason,  who  hath  brought  over  Common- 
prayer  Bookes  from  my  Ld  Bishop  of  London;  So  yt  I  can  give  no 
Incouragerffi  to  invite  an  Orthodox  Divine  to  come  Hither,  where  both 
maintenance  wilbe  wanting,  &  he  would  be  otherwise  uneasy.”60 

In  October,  1683,  the  writ  of  quo  warranto  from  the  King’s  Bench 
was  sent  over.  The  scire  facias  issued  from  the  chancery  came  after 
some  little  delay.  Massachusetts  refused  to  surrender  the  charter;  but 
it  was  annulled  by  decree  of  chancery,  June  21st,  1684.  It  was  by 
virtue  of  this  charter  “that  not  only  the  cherished  political  and  ecclesi¬ 
astical  institutions  of  the  colony,  but  even  the  titles  of  individuals  to 
their  lands  and  houses,  were  supposed  to  be  founded.  By  the  abro¬ 
gation  of  the  charter,  all  rights  and  immunities  that  had  been  based 
upon  it  were  at  once  swept  away,  and  every  roof  of  the  soil  of  Massa¬ 
chusetts  became  the  personal  property  of  the  Stuart  king,  who  might, 
if  he  should  possess  the  will  and  the  power,  turn  out  all  the  present 
occupants  or  otherwise  deal  with  them  as  trespassers.”61  The  interests 
of  the  Puritan  clergymen  were  vitally  affected.  Before  the  cancellation 
of  the  charter,  not  one  of  the  inhabitants  of  Massachusetts  could  vote 
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for  officers  of  the  corporation,  unless  he  was  a  freeman  and  a  Con¬ 
gregational  communicant.  “When  the  direct  government  of  the  Eng¬ 
lish  crown  took  the  place  of  the  class  government  which  had  domineered 
Massachusetts  by  a  perversion  of  her  Royal  charter,  it  was  very  natural 
that  her  Puritan  ministers  should  have  keenly  felt  their  altered  con¬ 
dition,  and  have  bitterly  vented  their  griefs.  Their  political  supremacy 
was  gone.  They  could  no  longer  control  the  choice  of  corporate  of¬ 
ficers  who  would  make  laws  at  their  dictation.  There  was  now  popular 
equality  under  the  Common  Sovereign  of  all  English  Colonists,  where 
sectarian  privilege  had  flourished  before,  under  a  colonial  oligarchy. 
And  so  the  cry  was  soon  started  that  Episcopalian  ‘wild  beasts  of  the 
field’  had  entered  through  the  broken  hedge  of  the  old  charter,  and 
were  ravaging  that  succulent  Massachusetts  sheep-fold  of  which  Puri¬ 
tanism  had  so  long  enjoyed  the  exclusive  pasture.”62 

The  diary  of  Samuel  Sewall  reveals  the  strong  animus  that  existed 
against  the  Church  of  England.  Sewall  had  graduated  at  Harvard  in 
1671 ;  and  was  managing  a  printing  press  at  Boston  from  1681  to 
1684.  For  some  years  he  was  a  merchant;  and  he  held  several  minor 
political  offices.  Later  he  became  a  member  of  the  Council,  and  was 
chief  justice  from  1718  to  1728.  He  died  the  1st  of  January,  1730. 
He  was  a  man  of  comprehensive  and  well-balanced  mind. 

On  Christmas  day,  1685,  he  wrote: — 

“Carts  came  to  Town  and  Shops  open  as  is  usual.  Some 
somehow  observe  the  day ;  but  are  vexed  I  believe  that  the 
Body  of  the  People  profane  it,  and,  blessed  be  God,  no  Au¬ 
thority  yet  to  compell  them  to  keep  it.” 

He  recorded,  December  31st,  that  the  Reverend  James  Allen,  pas¬ 
tor  of  the  First  Congregational  Church,  preached  against  observing 
December  25th,  and  called  the  festival  “Antichristian  Heresie,”  and 
“spoke  against  the  Name.”63 

VI.  THE  REVEREND  ROBERT  RATCLIFFE— ANGLICAN 

On  the  14th  of  May,  1686,  the  “Rose”  entered  Boston  Harbour, 
“freighted  heavily  with  wo  to  the  Bostoneers.”  It  brought  a  commission 
to  Joseph  Dudley  as  president  of  Massachustts,  Maine,  Nova  Scotia, 
and  the  lands  between;  it  also  brought  the  Reverend  Robert  Ratcliffe, 
the  first  Church  of  England  minister  who  had  come  over  with  a  com¬ 
mission  to  officiate  on  this  soil.  Ratcliffe  was  a  Bachelor  of  Arts  of 

62John  Romeyn  Brodhead,  in  Historical  Magazine,  I.,  2nd  series,  Jan.,  1867, 
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Exeter  College,  Oxford,  October  16th,  1677 ;  a  Master  of  Arts,  June 
15th,  1680;  later  he  became  a  Bachelor  of  Divinity.64  Four  days  later, 
Sewall  wrote  in  his  diary: — 

“1686.  Tuesday,  May  18.  A  great  Wedding  from  Milton, 
and  are  married  by  Mr.  Randolph’s  Chaplain  at  Mr.  Shrimp- 
ton’s,  according  to  ye  Service-Book,  a  little  after  Noon,  when 
Prayer  was  had  at  ye  Town  House :  Was  another  married  at 
ye  same  time;  The  former  was  Vosse’s  son.  Borrowed  a  ring. 

Tis  sd  they  having  asked  Mr.  Cook  and  Addington,  and  yy 
declining  it,  went  after  to  ye  President,  and  he  sent  ym  to  ye 
Parson.”65 

This  departure  from  the  local  rule  of  marriages  by  magistrates  was 
quite  an  innovation. 

After  Dudley  assumed  his  office,  Mr.  Ratcliffe  waited  on  the  Coun¬ 
cil;  and  Mr.  Mason  and  Mr.  Randolph  proposed  that  he  should  have 
one  of  the  three  Congregational  meeting-houses  for  his  services.  The 
request  was  denied;  but  he  was  allowed  the  use  of  the  library  room 
in  the  east  end  of  the  town  (which  stood  where  the  Old  State  House 
now  stands).  The  presence  of  a  representative  of  the  English  Church 
was  resented  as  an  intrusion. 

Ratcliffe  was  evidently  a  good  orator.  Dunton,  a  London  book¬ 
seller  who  was  in  Boston  at  the  time,  said: — 


“The  next  Sunday  after  he  landed  he  preach’d  in  the 
Town-house  and  read  Common-Prayer  in  his  Surplice,  which 
was  so  great  a  Novelty  to  the  Bostonians  that  he  had  a  very 
large  Audience ;  and  myself  happening  to  go  thither  for  one, 
it  was  told  about  Town,  as  a  piece  of  Wonder,  That  Dr. 
Annesley’s  Son-in-Law  was  turn’d  Apostate  ...  I  went  but 
once  or  twice  at  the  first,  tho’  Mr.  R.  .  .  .  was  an  Extra¬ 
ordinary  good  Preacher.”66 

On  the  25th  of  May,  1686,  the  new  government  of  New  England 
came  into  power.  (Connecticut  was  not  included.)  Joseph  Dudley 
was  appointed  president  of  his  Majesty’s  territory  of  New  England. 
He  had  been  of  old  a  non-conformist  minister;  it  was  not  likely  that 
his  introduction  of  Anglican  services  would  be  forgiven.  Besides  Rat¬ 
cliffe,  there  was  another  English  clergyman  who  did  some  duty  on 
the  shore — the  Reverend  Mr.  Buckley,  chaplain  of  the  “Rose.” 

Sewall  wrote  in  his  diary,  on  Sunday,  May  30th: — 
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“My  son  reads  to  me  in  course  ye  26th  of  Isaiah — In  that 
day  shall  the  song,  etc.  And  we  sing  ye  141  Psalm  both  ex¬ 
ceedingly  suited  to  ye  day  wherein  there  is  to  be  Worship  ac¬ 
cording  to  ye  Chch  of  Engnd  as  ’tis  call’d  in  ye  Town  House 
by  Countenance  of  Authority.  ’Tis  defer’d  till  ye  6th  of  June 
at  what  time  ye  Pulpit  is  provided.  The  Pulpit  is  movable, 
carried  up  and  down  stairs  as  occasion  served.  It  seems  many 
crowded  thither,  and  ye  Ministers  preached  forenoon  and  af¬ 
ternoon.”67 

On  the  15th  of  June,  1686,  the  Church  of  England  was  organized 
in  Boston.  It  was  voted  to  defray  the  expenses  by  weekly  collections 
at  the  evening  services.  The  services  were  allowed  in  the  east  end  of 
the  town-house,  where  the  deputies  used  to  meet.  Doctor  Benjamin 
Bullivant  and  Mr.  Richard  Banks  were  the  first  church-wardens.  It 
was  voted  to  address  the  King,  the  Archbishop  of  Canterbury,  and  the 
Bishop  of  London,  “to  implore  their  favour  to  the  church,  and  that  all 
other  true  sons  of  the  Church  of  England  might  join  in  the  same.” 
It  was  agreed  that  Mr.  Smith  the  joiner  make  twelve  forms  for  the 
service  of  the  Church,  and  be  paid  twenty  shillings  quarterly  for  placing 
and  removing  the  pulpit,  forms,  table,  and  so  forth.  It  was  a  humble 
beginning.  Radcliffe  was  to  receive  a  salary  of  fifty  pounds. 

On  July  4th,  the  vestry  agreed  that  the  Council  be  requested  to 
give  permission  to  solicit  donations  for  building  a  Church  in  Boston 
for  the  Anglican  services.  The  first  observance  of  the  Lord’s  Supper 
took  place  at  the  town-house,  August  8th.  The  churchmen  promptly 
undertook  securing  gifts  for  the  Church ;  they  even  solicited  help  from 
those  unfriendly  to  the  venture,  though  not  always  with  success.  Much 
apprehension  was  felt  by  the  Puritans. 

Randolph  found  that  Dudley  did  not  support  the  establishment 
as  he  expected.  Although  Dudley  had  been  a  non-conformist  minis¬ 
ter,  Randolph  supposed  that  a  contract  was  implied  that  the  Church 
of  England  would  be  installed.  The  following  letter  was  written  by 
Randolph,  August  2nd: — 

“Some  time  after  ye  settlement  of  ye  govnt,  I  moved  for  a 
place  for  the  Church  of  England  men  to  assemble  in ;  after 
many  delays,  at  last  were  gott  a  small  room  in  ye  town  house, 
but  our  Company  increasing  beyond  the  expectation  of  the 
gov1,  we  now  use  ye  Exchange,  and  have  ye  Common-prayer 
and  2  sermons  every  Sunday,  and  at  7  a-clock  in  ye  morning 
on  Wednesdays  and  Frydays  the  whole  service  of  ye  Church; 
and  some  Sundays  7  or  8  persons  are  in  one  day  baptis’d,  and 
more  would  daily  be  of  our  communion  had  we  but  the  coun¬ 
tenance  and  company  of  the  President  and  Council,  but  instead 
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thereof  wee  are  neglected  and  can  obtain  no  maintainance  from 
them  to  support  our  minister.  Butt  had  we  a  gene  govr  we 
should  haue  a  large  congregation  and  also  one  of  the  churches 
in  Boston,  as  your  Grace  was  pleased  to  propose  when  these 
matters  were  debated  at  ye  Council  Table.  I  humbly  remind 
your  Grace  of  the  money  granted  formerly  for  evangelizing 
the  Indians  in  our  neighborhood.  It’s  a  great  pitty  that  there 
should  be  a  considerable  stock  in  this  country  (but  how  im- 
ployed  I  know  not)  and  wee  want  7  or  800 £  to  build  us  a 
church.  Their  ministry  exclaim  against  ye  common  prayer, 
calling  it  man’s  invention,  and  that  there  is  more  hopes  the 
whoremongers  and  adulterers  will  go  to  heaven  than  those  of 
ye  C.  of  Eng.  .  .  .  Your  Grace  can  hardly  imagine  the  small 
artifices  they  have  used  to  prevent  our  meetings  on  Sundays, 
and  at  all  other  tymes  to  serve  God.  They  have  libelled  my 
wife  and  our  Minister,  and  this  is  done  (as  credibly  believed) 
by  ye  minister  of  the  frigott ;  yett  it’s  countenanced  by  the 
faction,  who  haue  endeauored  to  make  a  breach  in  my  family, 
betwixt  me  and  my  wife,  and  have  accomplished  another  de¬ 
sign  in  setting  up  and  supporting  Capt.  Georg,  Commander  of 
the  ‘Rose’  frigott,  against  me.  .  .  .  It  is  necessary  that  ye 
gour  license  all  their  ministers,  and  that  none  be  called  to  be  a 
pastor  of  a  congregation  without  his  approbation.  By  this 
method  alone  the  whole  Country  will  easily  be  regulated,  and 
then  they  will  build  us  a  church  and  be  willing  to  allow  our 
ministers  an  honorable  maintenance. 

“Wee  have  a  sober,  prudent  gentleman  to  be  our  minister, 
and  well  approved ;  but  in  case  of  sickness  or  other  casualtyes, 
if  he  have  not  one  soul  from  Engd  to  helpe  him,  our  church 
is  lost.  ’Tis  therefore  necessary  that  another  sober  man  come 
ouer  to  assist,  for  some  tymes  ’tis  requisite  that  one  of  them 
visit  the  other  colonyes  to  baptise  and  administer  the  Sacra¬ 
ment  ;  and  in  regard  we  cannot  make  40lb  a  yeare  start  by 
contributions  for  support  of  him  and  his  assistant,  it  would  be 
very  grateful  to  our  Church  affaires  if  his  Matie  would  please 
to  grant  us  his  Royall  letters,  that  the  3  meeting-houses  in 
Boston,  which  seuerally  collect  7  or  £8  on  a  Sunday,  do  pay 
to  our  Church  Warden  20s.  a  weeke  for  each  meeting-house, 
which  will  be  some  encouragement  to  our  ministers,  and  then 
they  can  but  raile  against  ye  Service  of  ye  Church.  They 
haue  great  Stocks,  and  were  they  directed  to  contribute  to 
build  us  a  Church,  or  part  from  one  of  their  meeting-houses, 

Such  as  wee  should  approue ;  they  would  purchase  their 
exemption  at  a  great  rate,  and  then  they  could  but  call  vs 
papists  and  our  Minister  Baals  Priests.”68 

In  a  letter  to  Archbishop  Sancroft,  July  7th,  Randolph  spoke  of 
the  affronts  that  were  levelled  at  Mr.  Ratcliffe — “some  calling  our 
minister  Baal’s  priest,  and  some  of  their  ministers  from  the  pulpit 

68 Perry:  Historical  Collections,  Massachusetts,  p.  653. 
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calling  our  praiers  leeks,  garlick,  and  trash.  They  refuse  maintenance 
for  our  minister — say  ‘those  that  hire  him  must  mainetaine  him,  as 
they  mainetaine  their  owne  ministers,  by  contribution’.”  Randolph  de¬ 
clared  that  he  personally  had  brought  on  himself  “so  many  enemise, 
and  to  all  my  crimes  added  this  one  as  the  greatest  in  bringing  the 
letherdge  and  cerimonise  of  the  Church  of  England.” 

On  October  27th,  Randolph  could  report  that  there  were  four 
hundred  daily  frequenters  of  the  Church;  “and  as  many  more  would 
come  over  to  us,  but  some  being  tradesmen,  others  of  mechanick  pro¬ 
fessions,  are  threatened  by  the  congregationall  men  to  be  arrested  by 
their  creditors,  or  to  be  turned  out  of  their  work,  if  they  offer  to  come 
to  our  church.” 

William  Harrison  was  buried,  August  5th,  1686.  This  was  the 
first  known  use  of  the  Episcopal  burial  service  in  Boston.  Sewall  re¬ 
corded  the  fact  in  his  diary.69 

Sir  Edmund  Andros,  formerly  Governor  of  New  York,  was  ap¬ 
pointed  captain-general  and  governor-in-chief  over  New  England.  He 
arrived  at  his  new  post  of  duty,  December  19th,  1686.  He  had  been  a 
page  in  the  royal  household,  and  had  shared  the  exile  and  falling  for¬ 
tunes  of  the  House  of  Stuart.  In  the  service  of  Prince  Henry  of  Nas¬ 
sau,  and  afterward  as  gentleman  in  ordinary  to  the  Queen  of  Bohemia, 
he  acquired  courtly  manners.  He  was  a  valued  and  devoted  servant 
of  the  reigning  house.  He  succeeded  Dudley ;  and  became  the  first  royal 
governor  of  the  province.  On  the  day  he  landed,  he  tried  to  arrange 
for  the  partial  use  of  one  of  the  Congregational  meeting-houses  for 
Anglican  worship.  His  commission  from  King  James  the  Second  con¬ 
tained  the  following  direction : — 

“And  for  the  greater  ease  and  satisfaction  of  our  loving 
subjects  in  matters  of  religion,  we  do  hereby  will  and  command 
that  liberty  of  conscience  be  allowed  to  all  persons,  and  that 
such  especially  as  shall  be  conformable  to  the  rites  of  the  Church 
of  England  be  particularly  countenanced  and  encouraged.” 

On  the  21st  of  December,  the  Independent  ministers  and  four 
representatives  from  each  congregation  held  a  meeting,  and  agreed  that 
they  could  not  consent  with  a  good  conscience  for  their  meeting-houses 
to  be  used  for  the  “Common-Prayer  worship.”  The  next  day  the 
Reverend  Cotton  Mather  and  the  Reverend  Samuel  Willard  told  the 
Governor  so.70  Andros  renewed  his  efforts ;  on  March  22nd,  1687,  he 
made  an  inspection  of  the  three  Boston  meeting-houses.  The  following 

69SewalPs  Diary,  I.,  p.  146. 

70Ibid.,  p.  162.  Samuel  Willard  was  pastor  of  the  South  meeting-house. 
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day,  he  sent  Mr.  Randolph  for  the  keys  of  the  meeting-houses,  in  order, 
as  he  said,  that  he  may  say  his  prayers  there.  Sewall  entered  this  note 
in  his  diary  after  that  occasion : — 

“Mr.  Eliot  .  .  .  and  myself  wait  on  his  Excellency,  show 
that  ye  Land  and  House  is  ours,  and  that  we  can’t  consent  to 
part  with  it  to  such  use;  exhibit  an  extract  of  Mr.  Norton’s 
Deed  and  how  ’twas  built  by  particular  persons  as  Hull,  Oliver, 
100£  apiece,  etc.”71 

That  Governor  Andros  carried  out  his  design,  however,  is  seen 
from  Sewall’s  note  of  March  25th : — 

“The  Govr  has  service  in  ye  South  Meetinghouse ;  Goodm. 
Needham  (the  Sexton),  tho’  had  resolv’d  to  ye  Contrary,  was 
prevail’d  upon  to  Ring  ye  Bell  and  open  ye  door  at  ye  Gover- 
nour’s  Command,  one  Smith  and  Hill,  Joiner  and  Shoemaker, 
being  very  busy  about  it.”72 

This  was  on  Good  Friday.  During  the  rest  of  Andros’  adminis¬ 
tration — a  little  over  two  years — the  Episcopalians  had  joint  occupancy 
of  South  Church  with  its  proper  owners.  There  was  much  incon¬ 
venience.  Sewall  complained  of  the  long  services  on  Easter  and  other 
festivals,  when  the  congregations  were  kept  waiting  to  use  the  meeting¬ 
house.  It  was  not  wise  to  keep  the  owners  in  a  state  of  irritation ;  and 
the  arrangement  at  best  could  be  but  temporary.  We  may  quote  Sewall’s 
description  of  Easter  day,  March  27th : — 

“Govr  and  his  retinue  met  in  our  Meetingh-  at  eleven ; 
broke  off  past  two,  bee.  of  ye  Sacrament  and  Mr.  Clark’s  long 
sermon ;  now  we  were  appointed  to  come  half  hour  past  one, 
so  ’twas  a  sad  sight  to  see  how  full  the  street  was  with  people 
gazing  and  moving  to  and  fro,  bee.  had  not  entrance  into  ye 
house.”73 

The  Reverend  Mr.  Clark,  whose  long  sermon  on  Easter  annoyed 
the  Congregationalists,  remained  in  Massachusetts  only  a  few  months. 
On  November  5th,  1686,  Sewall  noted  the  fact  that  “One  Mr.  Clark 
(of  the  English  Church)  preaches  at  the  Town-House.  Speaks  much 
against  the  Presbyterians  in  England  and  here.”  On  the  7th  of  April, 
1687,  he  said  that  he  was  sailing.74 

7xSewell’s  Diary,  I.,  p.  171. 
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The  friction  that  resulted  from  the  efforts  of  two  religious  bodies 
to  use  the  same  house  of  worship  is  seen  in  the  following  entries  in 
Sewall’s  valuable  journal.  On  May  10th,  1687,  he  told  of  the  efforts 
to  prevent  a  repetition  of  the  Easter  delay. 

“Mr.  Bullivant  having  been  acquainted  that  May  15th 
was  our  Sacrament-day,  he  writt  to  Mr.  Willard,  that  he  had 
acquainted  those  principally  concern’d,  and  ’twas  judg’d  very 
improper  and  inconvenient  for  the  Governour  and  his  to  be  at 
any  other  House,  it  being  Whit-Sunday  and  they  must  have 
the  Communion,  and  that  ’twas  expected  should  leave  off  by 
12,  and  not  return  again  till  they  rung  the  Bell,  that  might 
have  time  to  dispose  of  the  Elements.  So  remembring  how 
long  they  were  at  Easter,  we  were  afraid  ’twould  breed  much 
confusion  in  the  Afternoon,  and  so  on,  on  Wed,  concluded 
not  to  have  our  Sacrament  for  ’twas  in  vain  to  urge  their 
promise.  And  on  the  8th  of  May  were  bid  past  One  a  pretty 
deal.” 

On  May  15th,  after  these  precautions,  the  Church  of  England 
worshippers  left  at  half  past  one;  so  Sewall  and  his  fellow-religionists 
“have  our  Afternoon  Exercise  in  due  season.  But  see  they  have  the 
advantage  to  lengthen  or  shorten  their  Exercises  so  as  may  make  for 
their  purpose.”75 

On  the  1st  of  June,  a  fast  was  kept  at  the  South  Church,  “because 
of  the  putting  by  the  Sacrament  the  last  Turn,”  as  Sewall  expressed 
it,  “and  the  difficult  circumstances  our  Church  (is)  in  above  others, 
regarding  the  Church  of  England’s  meeting  in  it.”  On  the  12th  of 
the  same  month,  said  Sewall,  the  Congregationalists  had  the  “Lord’s 
Supper  at  the  South-Church.  But  Church  of  England  men  go  not  to 
any  other  House;  yet  little  hindrance  to  us  save  as  to  ringing  the  first 
Bell  and  straitning  the  Deacons  in  removal  of  the  Table.”76 

Governor  Andros  carried  the  Reverend  Mr.  Ratcliffe  with  him  to 
the  commencement  of  Harvard  College,  on  the  6th  of  July.  The  minis¬ 
ter  was  seated  by  his  orders  in  the  pulpit  with  the  president  of  the 
school;  but  the  latter  went  his  way,  disregarding  him. 

On  the  10th  of  February,  1688,  Lady  Andros,  the  Governor’s  wife, 
was  buried.  The  corpse  was  drawn  by  six  horses,  with  a  guard  of 
soldiers,  from  the  governor’s  house  down  to  the  South  meeting-house; 
the  body  was  carried  into  the  western  door.  Mr.  Ratcliffe  preached 
on  the  text,  “All  flesh  is  grass.”77  Sewall  was  evidently  present. 

7T)Sewell’s  Diary,  I.,  pp.  176-177. 
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VII.  THE  FIRST  ANGLICAN  CHURCH— 1688 


In  the  meantime,  the  members  of  the  Church  of  England  had  gained 
sufficient  strength  to  proceed  to  the  erection  of  their  own  church;  the 
strained  relations  would  be  relieved.  In  1688,  a  brief  was  authorized 
by  Council  for  asking  and  receiving  the  free  and  voluntary  contributions 
of  any  of  the  inhabitants  of  the  town  of  Boston  towards  the  building 
and  erecting  of  a  house  of  worship  for  the  Anglican  services;  when 
the  members  felt  ready  to  purchase  a  site,  they  applied  to  Mr.  Sewall. 
In  his  diary,  March  28th,  we  read: — 

'‘(Mr.  Ratcliff)  spake  to  me  for  Land  at  Cottonhill  for  a 
Church  wch  were  going  to  build.  I  told  him  I  could  not,  first 
because  I  would  not  set  up  that  wch  ye  People  of  N.  E.  came 
over  to  avoid ;  2ly  ye  land  was  entail’d.  In  after  discourse  I 
mentioned  chiefly  the  Cross  in  Baptism,  and  Holy  Dayes.”78 

Easter,  1688,  was  thus  noted  in  Sewall’s  diary: — 

“Mr.  West  comes  to  Mr.  Willard  from  ye  Govr  to  speak 
to  him  to  begin  at  8  in  ye  morn,  and  says  this  shall  be  ye  last 
time;  they  will  build  a  house.  We  begin  in  ab.  hour  past 
8,  yet  ye  people  come  pretty  roundly  together.  ’Twas  Easter- 
day  and  ye  Lord’s  Supper  with  us  too.”79 

Forty  days  later  (May  24th),  he  writes: — 

“Bell  is  rung  for  a  Meeting  of  ye  Chch  of  Engld  Men, 
being  in  their  language  Ascension  day.”80 

In  June,  there  was  a  dispute  between  Governor  Andros  and  the 
Puritan  owners  of  South  Church.  The  Governor  complained  of  the 
Puritans’  using  the  meeting-house  so  long  and  keeping  the  Anglicans 
waiting.  Sewall  describes  the  scene  (June  23rd,  1688)  : — 

“Capt.  Frary  and  I  goe  to  his  Excellency  at  the  Secre¬ 
taries  Office,  and  there  desired  that  He  would  not  alter  his  time 
of  Meeting,  and  that  Mr.  Willard  consented  to  no  such  thing, 
neither  did  he  count  that  ’twas  in  his  power  so  to  doe.  Mr. 

West  said  he  went  not  to  ask  Mr.  Willard  leave.  His  Ex¬ 
cellency  asked  who  the  House  belong’d  to  ;  we  told  him  the 
Title  to  the  House  was  on  Record.  His  Excellency  turned  to 
Mr.  Graham  and  said,  Mr.  Attorney,  we  will  have  that  look’d 
into.  Governor  said  if  Mr.  Willard  not  the  Parson,  so  great 
an  Assembly  must  be  considered.  We  said  He  was  Master 

78Sewell’s  Diary,  I.,  p.  207 . 
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of  the  Assembly,  but  had  no  power  to  dispose  of  the  House, 
neither  had  others,  for  the  Deed  expressed  the  Use  ’twras  to 
be  put  to.  Governour  complain’d  of  our  long  staying  Sabbath- 
day  senight;  said  ’twas  the  Lord’s  Supper,  and  had  promised 
to  go  to  some  other  House  on  such  dayes ;  Mr.  Randolph  said 
he  knew  of  no  such  promise,  and  the  Governour  seemed  angry, 
and  said  He  would  not  so  break  his  word  for  all  the  Massa¬ 
chusetts  Colony,  and  therefore  to  avoid  mistakes,  must  give  in 
writing  what  he  had  to  say;  we  answered,  Mr.  Randolph 
brought  not  any  writing  to  those  he  spake  to.  Governour  said 
we  rent  off  from  the  old  Church  against  the  Gov1,  and  the 
Land  the  House  stood  on  was  bought  clandestinely,  and  that 
one  should  say  he  would  defend  the  work  with  his  Company 
of  Soldiers — Mention’d  folks  backwardness  to  give,  and  the  un¬ 
reasonableness  ;  because  if  any  stinking  filthy  thing  were  in  the 
House  we  would  give  something  to  have  it  carried  out,  but 
would  not  give  to  build  them  an  house :  Said  came  from 
England  to  avoid  such  and  such  things,  therefore  could  not 
give  to  set  them  up  here ;  and  the  Bishops  would  have  thought 
strange  to  have  been  ask’d  to  contribute  towards  setting  up 
the  New-England  Churches.  Governour  said  God  willing  they 
would  begin  at  Eight  in  the  Morning,  and  have  done  by  Nine; 
we  said  ’twould  hardly  be  so  in  the  Winter.  Mr.  Graham  said 
if  they  had  their  Service  by  Candle-Light  what  was  that  to 
any ;  And  that  the  Service  appointed  by  the  Church  for  morn¬ 
ing  could  not  be  held  after  Noon.”81 

In  all  these  discussions,  we  find  the  same  arguments  repeated ; 
the  Independents  contend  that  their  ancestors  left  England  to  get  away 
from  the  Established  Church ;  the  Anglicans  claim  that  they  have  the 
same  right  to  free  religious  expression  that  the  Congregationalists  have. 
On  both  sides,  there  is  a  display  of  ugly,  unhealthy  sentiments.  The 
wrangling  just  described  had  its  effect  in  the  particular  case,  however, 
for  on  June  24th  (the  day  after)  Sewall  wrote : — 

“They” — the  Church  of  England  members — “have  done 
before  nine  in  the  morning,  and  about  a  quarter  after  one  in 
the  afternoon;  so  we  have  very  convenient  time.”82 

The  same  year  there  was  a  conflict  over  the  grave  of  Edward  Lilley, 
one  of  the  subscribers  to  the  new  church-building,  between  Mr.  Ratcliffe 
and  a  Puritan  deacon,  Frary,  who  forbade  the  reading  of  the  Prayer 
Book  at  the  grave.83  There  were  doubtless  many  outbursts  of  ill  will, 
which  have  not  come  down  to  us. 

After  fruitless  efforts  to  purchase  a  site  on  Cotton  Hill,  the  Gover 

81Sewell’s  Diary,  I.,  pp.  217-218. 
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nor  and  Council  conveyed  a  part  of  the  corner  from  the  old  burying 
ground  for  the  new  structure.  On  the  16th  of  October,  1688,  “the 
Ground  sills  of  ye  Chch  are  Laid,  ye  stone-foundation  being  finished.” 
On  the  17th,  “a  great  part  of  ye  Church  is  raised.”84  The  build¬ 
ing  cost  £284/16s.  Ninety-six  residents  of  the  colony  con¬ 
tributed  £259/9s.  of  that  sum;  Governor  Andros,  Colonel  Francis 
Nicholson,  and  other  officers  gave  the  rest.  The  Church  was  without 
pews,  but  had  a  “pulpit  cushion  with  fringe,  tassel,  and  silk;”  in  1694, 
pews  were  paid  for  by  a  subscription  of  £53. 85 

Soon  the  Boston  Church  was  to  lose  its  patron.  On  the  4th  of 
April,  1689,  the  news  arrived  that  the  Prince  of  Orange  had  landed 
in  England,  and  King  James  the  Second  had  abdicated.  There  was 
quiet  among  the  people  for  a  few  days ;  but  on  the  morning  of  April 
18th,  the  drums  beat  to  arms,  the  signal-fire  was  lighted  on  Beacon 
Hill,  a  meeting  was  held  at  the  town  house,  and  militia  began  to  pour 
in  from  the  country.  Governor  Andros  was  called  on  to  surrender; 
it  is  said  that  he  besought  the  Reverend  Mr.  Willard  to  intercede  for 
him,  but  that  minister  refused.  Next  day  the  castle  was  surrendered, 
and  the  royal  frigate  was  dismantled  in  the  harbour.  Andros  was  im¬ 
prisoned;  and  held  in  confinement  until  February,  1690,  when  he  was 
sent  back  to  England  by  order  of  the  government.  The  leaders  of  the 
rebellion  set  up  a  temporary  government,  which  was  continued  until 
a  new  charter  arrived  from  William  and  Mary,  dated  October  7th,  1691. 

The  tyranny  of  Andros  has  long  been  a  tradition  of  New  England. 
Anything  identified  with  the  unfortunate  Governor  suffered  in  esteem. 
With  his  name  is  associated  the  humiliation  of  the  colonies;  he  is  said 
to  have  trampled  ruthlessly  upon  every  political  and  religious  right. 
Yet  John  Fiske  characterises  him  as  “the  dull  and  dogged  English 
officer  such  as  one  often  meets,  honest  enough  and  faithful  to  his  mas¬ 
ter,  neither  cruel  nor  rapacious,  but  coarse  in  fibre  and  wanting  in 
tact.”  It  should  be  remembered  that  he  made  a  very  acceptable  gover¬ 
nor  to  Virginia  and  Maryland  for  six  years.  In  both  those  provinces 
the  English  Church  was  established;  the  reason  for  his  unpopularity 
in  New  England  suggests  itself.  Indeed  the  editor  of  Sewall’s  diary, 
for  the  Massachusetts  Historical  Society,  said  (1878)  : — 

“A  careful  examination  of  the  life  of  Andros  will  probably 
convince  the  student  that  he  was  a  brave  and  loyal  servant  of 
the  crown,  a  devout  but  not  bigoted  churchman,  and  very  far 
from  being  the  tyrant  the  New  England  traditions  have  por¬ 
trayed.”86 
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During  this  revolt,  the  English  Church  was  in  constant  danger 
from  mob  violence.  It  was  “daily  threatened  to  be  pulled  downe  and 
destroyed.”87  The  windows  were  broken  to  pieces;  “and  the  Doors 
and  Walls  daubed  and  defiled  with  Dung  and  other  filth  in  the  basest 
manner  imaginable,  and  the  Minister  for  his  safety  was  forced  to  leave 
the  country  and  his  congregation,  and  go  to  England.”88  Andros 
was  so  closely  watched  that  his  gaoler  would  not  let  the  chaplain  visit 
him.89  The  Reverend  Mr.  Ratcliffe,  while  escaping  imprisonment, 
was  hindered  and  obstructed  in  the  discharge  of  his  duty.  The  Inde¬ 
pendent  ministers  “by  all  ways  and  means  possible,  as  well  in  their 
Pulpits  as  private  Discourses,  endeavour’s  to  asperse,  calumniate,  and 
defame”  the  members ;  “and  so  far  did  their  malice  and  bigotry  prevail, 
that  some  of  them  openly  and  publickly  hindered  and  obstructed  the 
Minister  in  the  performance  of  the  funeral  Rites,  to  such  as  had  lived 
and  dyed  in  the  Communion  of  the  Church  of  England.”90  Such  an 
interference  occurred  at  the  burial  of  Major  Howard  in  the  church¬ 
yard,  where  the  grave  had  been  prepared  according  to  his  will;  the 
Reverend  Joshua  Moody,  of  the  First  Church,  “publickly  affronted” 
Mr.  Ratcliffe,  “and  hindered  (him)  from  doing  of  his  Duty.”  “Scanda¬ 
lous  Pamphlets”  were  “printed  to  villifie  the  Liturgy.”  Churchmen 
were  “daily  called  Papist  Doggs  and  Rogues  to  their  Faces.”  The 
“plucking  down  the  Church”  was  “threatened.”  The  windows  were 
broken;  and  the  Puritans  tried  to  minimize  the  offence  by  saying 
that  “all  the  mischief  done  is  the  breaking  of  a  few  Quarels  of  glass 
by  idle  Boys,  who  if  discover’d  had  been  chastiz’d  by  their  own  Parents ;” 
still  the  records  of  the  Church  show  (November  2nd,  1689)  a  payment 
of  £-5/10s.  “for  mending  Church  Windows” — the  size  of  the  cost 
disproving  this  reasoning.  “Whoso  will  but  take  the  Pains  to  survey 
the  Glass  Windows  will  easily  discover  the  Marks  of  a  Malice  not 
Common.”91 

On  the  28th  of  May,  1689,  Edward  Randolph  wrote  the  Arch¬ 
bishop  of  Canterbury,  regarding  the  situation  in  New  England.  “They 
have  imprisoned  ye  Govr  in  the  fort  under  a  strict  Gard  they  kept 
me  in  the  Common  Goal.  Giving  out  he  is  a  Papist  &  that  I  have 
committed  treason  .  .  .  (They)  wished  to  return  to  their  former 
government;  used  this  as  means.”  The  Reverend  Doctor  Increase 
Mather  has  published  a  book  on  the  “Idolatry  of  ye  Common  prayer 

87 Address  of  rector  and  wardens  to  the  King,  quoted  in  Foote:  Annals  of 
King’s  Chapel,  I.,  p.  101. 

88New  England’s  Faction  Discovered,  by  C.  D.  (Andros  Tracts,  II.,  p.  212). 

89Perry:  Historical  Collections,  Massachusetts,  p.  60. 

90 Andros  Tracts,  II.,  p.  211. 

91  Andros  Tracts,  II.,  p.  110;  Palmer’s  Impartial  Account  (Andros  Tracts, 
I.,  p.  53) ;  Foote:  Annals  of  King’s  Chapel,  I.,  pp.  106-110. 
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worship  which  renders  all  of  vs  of  that  church  obnoxious  to  the  Com¬ 
mon  people  who  account  vs  Papists  &  treat  us  accordingly/’  Ran¬ 
dolph  recommended  the  Reverend  Mr.  Ratcliff e  to  his  Grace’s  favour, 
as  a  sober  gentleman,  who  must  now  go  to  England  “to  solicite  for  the 
enlargement  of  many  of  his  constant  hearers  imprisoned  for  no  other 
reason  but  because  they  were  of  the  church  of  Engd.”92 

Ratcliff e  does  not  appear  to  have  sailed  until  July — not  until  after 
his  successor,  the  Reverend  Samuel  Myles,  arrived.  Doctor  Foote,  the 
historian  of  King’s  Chapel,  admits  that  Ratcliffe  strove  to  maintain 
kindly  relations  with  the  Puritans;  and  Sewall  noted  in  his  diary  that 
he  met  Mr.  Ratcliffe  before  he  left,  and  that  “he  pray’d  God  Almighty 
to  bless  me.”93  We  feel  sure  that  he  was  a  sincere,  good  man. 

On  June  30th,  1689,  worship  was  first  held  in  the  little  Anglican 
Church  in  Boston.  After  numerous  struggles  and  reverses,  the  Church 
of  England  secured  a  foothold ;  and  the  old  Independent  despotism  was 
powerless  to  prevent  its  progress. 

92MSS.  Tanner  (Bodleian  Library ),  27,  fo.  29. 

9zSewall’s  Diary,  I.,  p.  232. 
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